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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study was to examine the career 
progression of higher education doctoral recipients as one 
means of considering the value of a higher education 
doctorate. 
The population for this study was the 1972, 1977, 
1982, and 1987 graduates of the 88 higher education doctoral 
programs existing in 1987. A questionnaire was sent to 
graduates in a national stratified random sample and 551 
responded resulting in an adjusted response rate of 89.6%. 
The data provided by the respondents were analyzed in 
aggregate and according to graduation year, gender, and race 
using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences and 
the Statistical Analysis System. Unpublished data from the 
National Research Council were used to supplement the 
results of the current study. 
The results showed that more women than men are now 
earning higher education doctorates, there is a shift toward 
more students maintaining full-time employment while 
enrolled in their doctoral program, and it is taking 
students longer to earn their degree. No preference for 
either the Ed.D. or Ph.D. was identified. 
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In each successive graduation year cohort, a larger 
proportion of higher education doctoral recipients accepted 
employment outside higher education. It also appears 
graduation with a higher education doctorate may not be the 
entry point into higher education that it once was. 
Furthermore, the earning of this doctorate resulted in 
little movement, either functionally or hierarchically, for 
those employed within higher education. Little difference 
between the career patterns of Ed.D. and Ph.D. recipients 
was identified. 
Female higher education doctoral recipients were more 
likely than their male counterparts to be employed in middle 
management positions of higher education or outside higher 
education altogether. Male doctoral recipients were more 
likely to be employed in upper level administrative 
positions. Career patterns did not appear to differ 
according to race. 
Less than half of the respondents indicated that they 
would still seek a higher education doctorate if they could 
go back in time and begin again. This finding suggests that 
the anticipated value of the higher education doctorate may 
not have been realized by many of those who earned the 
degree. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Since 1893, when G. Stanley Hall reputedly offered 
the first course on higher education at Clark University 
(Burnett, 1972) somewhere between 9,000 and 9,600 doctoral 
degrees in higher education have been awarded (Crosson & 
Nelson, 1986). Dressel and Mayhew (1974) estimated that 
3,500 to 3,600 individuals earned higher education 
doctorates between 1893 and 1973, while Crosson and Nelson 
(1986) estimated that between 5,500 and 6,000 additional 
higher education doctorates have been awarded since 1973. 
Furthermore, Crosson and Nelson estimated that between 6,800 
and 7,600 students were enrolled in higher education 
doctoral programs in 1983. 
Enrollment in doctoral programs in higher education 
seems to be holding steady (Crosson & Nelson, 1986; 
Gallagher & Hossler, 1987; Grace & Fife, 1986), a situation 
suggesting a stable cohort of students continues to perceive 
a doctorate in higher education to be of some value. 
Despite this apparent stability, some concern has been 
raised about the possibility of dwindling enrollment 
r· 
0-, 
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1986,· Grace & Fife, 1986; Williams, 1984), which(Cooper, 
might point to a shift in students' attitudes toward.the
worth of a higher education doctorate. Chaffee (1990) goes
a step further to indicate that "a substantial number of
higher education programs were folded into educational
administration departments, cut back, or eliminated" in the 
1980's and "are in further jeopardy in the 1990's" (p. 4). 
students' perception of the value of a doctorate in 
higher education is likely to be linked to the apparent 
impact of the degree on the career opportunities of its 
recipients. Divergent viewpoints have been expressed about 
the job opportunities for graduates of doctoral programs in 
higher education. Moore and Sagaria (1982), commenting on 
the doctorate in general, note that "traditionally [it] has 
been a credential that increased career options. In a job 
market with more candidates competing for fewer positions 
the earned doctorate may become a prerequisite for a larger 
number of administrative positions" (p. 506). If this is 
true then persons with doctorates in higher education might 
have an edge over doctorates in general when competing for 
such positions in higher education. Yet Cooper (1986) 
suggests that there has been a decline in upward mobility 
possibilities for graduate students in higher education 
because administrative positions are becoming increasingly 
scarce since the educational enterprise has fallen on lean 
times. Moore (1984), on the other hand, notes that 
3 
organizations in decline often show an increase in the 
number of positions in the administrative ranks. Williams 
(l 984) states that the reason for the declining demand for 
individuals with higher education doctorates is not the lack 
of positions but rather that "the progr~ms in higher 
education have never successfully won legitimacy as the 
proper source for [administrative] personnel" (p. 177). 
Grace and Fife (1986), however, claim that "trained 
administrators are seeing greater opportunities as the more 
traditional route to administration through the faculty is 
seen as a less successful way to train management for an 
institution" (p. 2). Yet Fife (1987) maintains that "there 
is no professional area in our society where advanced 
training or formal education is less accepted than in the 
area of higher education administration" (p. xiii). McDade 
(1987) agrees, noting that "higher education prefers 
experiential learning" (p. 8). Clearly, there is little 
agreement regarding the marketability of a doctoral degree 
in higher education as a field of study and the impact of 
such a degree on the subsequent careers of those who earn 
it. 
In addition to the divergent viewpoints on the 
marketability of the higher education doctorate, normative 
models (Dressel & Mayhew, 1974; Kellams, 1973; Mayhew, 1972) 
have emerged which indicate the expected impact of a higher 
education doctorate on the professional lives of its 
4 
recipients. These models advance the concept of the higher
education doctoral programs having distinct functions- which
would permit them to be grouped with other programs sharing
the same functions. Each program type would focus on career 
patterns for their graduates which would be different from 
the career patterns of the graduates of the other program 
types. Yet Townsend (1989) states that "no attempt has been 
made to examine relationships between type of program and 
career paths of program graduates" (p. 61). 
Although various opinions have been expressed 
regarding the demand for graduates of doctoral programs in 
higher education and normative models have been proposed 
which suggest what the career patterns of the graduates of 
these programs should be, little formal evaluation of the 
impact of these programs on the professional lives of their 
graduates has been conducted. A few broad studies (Crosson 
& Nelson, 1986; Dressel & Mayhew, 1974; Johnson, 1978) have 
had brief sections in them attending to the career patterns 
of higher education doctoral recipients and a few single 
program evaluative studies (Fincher, 1983; Veasey, 1988; 
Witt, Judd, & Wattenbarger, 1987), which included minimal 
attention to the careers of graduates, also exist. However, 
only Carr (1974) conducted research focusing primarily on 
the career patterns of higher education doctoral recipients. 
Those committed to and involved with higher education 
graduate programs are questioning the value of degrees from 
5 
these programs (Townsend, Poppenhagen, & Mason, 1989). Yet, 
little is known about the impact of a higher education 
doctorate on the careers of those who earn it. This 
information can be very valuable since the continued 
existence of the programs could hinge upon the satisfaction 
of their graduates with the degree (Ewell, 1983; Johnson, 
1978; Midgen, 1987; Widdow & Hilton, 1990). The value of 
the degree to those who earn it is likely to be linked to 
the impact of the degree on career opportunities. If the 
perception is that there is little value, then it will 
become more difficult for the programs to maintain 
enrollment because prospective students will select other 
options which they believe will enhance their careers. 
Chaffee (1990) warns of continuing decline for higher 
education programs if they do not understand the reasons for 
the decline and then implement measures to address those 
reasons. Higher education doctoral programs must have 
better insight into the impact of their degrees on the 
careers of their graduates. 
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
The "natural selection" view of organizational 
adaptation suggests that the "fittest species--those that 
evolve characteristics that are compatible with the 
environment--survive while other species become extinct" 
(Cameron, 1984, p. 379). Implicit in this view is the need 
6 
of organizations, and programs within them, to evaluate 
continuously the quality and fit of programatic offerings 
with environmental needs. Conrad and Wilson (1985) suggest 
that such evaluation can ultimately raise questions of 
whether these programs should continue to exist. 
with concern growing regarding the potential decline 
in their enrollment (Cooper, 1986; Grace & Fife, 1986; 
Williams, 1984;), higher education programs should engage in 
ongoing evaluative processes to determine whether they 
continue to address the needs for which they were 
established (Townsend, 1989). One way to determine the need 
for programs in higher education is to evaluate the 
environment's response to the programs' product. 
Specifically, the programs' product would be their graduates 
and the environment's response would be reflected in the 
career patterns of these graduates. Consideration of career 
patterns of higher education doctoral recipients is one 
means of evaluating the worth of the degree to these 
individuals and thereby generating insight into the 
potential value of the degree to prospective students. In 
this vein, Gallagher and Hossler (1987) suggest that 
"increasing aggregate enrollments in programs of all types 
could indicate that colleges and universities view graduates 
of higher education programs as having desirable skills" (p. 
370). Shifts in the perceived value of a doctorate in 
higher education by graduates of the programs or even 
7 
potential employers of these graduates could have an impact 
on the interests of prospective students and thereby -the 
continued existence of programs in higher education. 
consideration of career patterns fits best into the 
responsive model of evaluation research, A basic assumption 
of this model is that it "highlights actual outcomes" 
(Gardner, 1977, p. 357). The career patterns of graduates 
of doctoral programs in higher education can clearly be 
considered an outcome of the doctoral programs. "Output-
oriented measures of quality [in higher education] typically 
focus on the characteristics of students as they graduate 
from the institution or on the level of their success as 
they enter various phases of their postcollegiate careers" 
(Berquist & Armstrong, 1986, p. 1). The strength of the 
responsive model, which includes outcomes studies, is "that 
it can help those responsible for a program to understand 
both its actual achievements and where action is needed to 
reconcile results with plans" (Conrad & Wilson, 1985, p. 
48). Michael Scriven (1983) suggests that judging an 
institution (or program) by the performance of its graduates 
might be the only true standard by which it should be 
evaluated. Therefore, examination of career patterns of 
graduates of doctoral programs in higher education would 
certainly be one important way of testing the legitimacy of 
the concerns identified in recent literature (e.g. Cooper, 
1986; Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Grace & Fife, 1986; Williams, 
8 
1984 ) regarding the future of higher education as a field of 
study. 
PURPOSE 
The purpose of this study is to e~amine the career 
progression of higher education doctoral recipients as one 
means of considering the value of a higher education 
doctorate. To this end, the current study partially 
replicates Carr's (1974) study of career patterns of higher 
education doctoral recipients. 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
By surveying a national stratified random sample of 
those who graduated between 1972 and 1987 with a doctorate 
in higher education, this study seeks to answer four 
questions: 
1. What are the demographic characteristics of 1972, 
1977, 1982, and 1987 higher education doctoral graduates? 
Demographic characteristics to be considered include gender, 
age, race, years to complete the doctoral program, type of 
doctoral degree, employment status during enrollment in 
doctoral program, enrollment status while in program, 
residence prior to enrollment, major field of study for the 
master's degree, and the doctoral subfield of study. 
2. What are the career patterns of graduates of 
doctoral programs in higher education? Individuals' career 
9 
patterns will be considered based on employment 
characteristics, including hierarchical level and functional 
area of employment of last predoctoral, first postdoctoral, 
and current positions. 
3. Do different types of doctoral programs in higher 
education, as suggested by Dressel and Mayhew's (1974) 
model, yield differences in the career patterns for their 
graduates? 
4. Are there any statistically significant 
differences among the 1972, 1977, 1982, and 1987 doctoral 
graduates with reference to the above questions? 
DEFINITION OF TERMS 
Since this study is a partial replication of Carr's 
(1974) study, some of his definitions are used in this 
study: 
1. "Functional area of employment--refers to a 
position in which the duties and activities are 
related to one of the major functions in 
institutions of higher education" (p.11). 
2. "Heirarchical level--refers to the arrangement of 
positions into graded series based upon the 
authority and responsibility of the positions" (p. 
11) . 
3. "Major field of study--refers to the broad field 
of study for ... the master's degree" (p. 11). 
4. "Subfield of study--refers to the doctoral 
graduates' areas of specialization within the 
program of Higher Education" (pp. 11-12). 
10 
5. "Respondents--refers to those individuals in the 
population who returned a use~ble [sic] 
questionnaire. The terms respondents, doctoral 
graduates, and doctoral recipients are used 
interchangeably in this study" (p. 11). 
Two other definitions are used to assist in the 
identification of higher education doctoral programs: 
6. Program--refers to a course of study in higher 
education leading to a graduate degree. (The 
course of study should focus on the broad field of 
higher education and not subspecialties such as 
student affairs, academic affairs, or the 
community college.) 
7. Concentration--refers to a collection of courses 
which could lead to a minor in higher education 
for students in other graduate programs, but which 
does not yield any graduate degree in higher 
education. 
ASSUMPTIONS 
This study embraces the assumptions of Carr's (1974) 
study of career patterns of higher education doctoral 
recipients: 
"1. The opinions and experiences of doctoral 
recipients are essential ingredients for 
effective evaluation of graduate education. 
2. The responses made by the participants in this 
study are both valid and reliable" (p. 11). 
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In addition four other assumptions for this study have been 
made: 
3. All higher education doctoral programs in 
existence in 1987 were identified. 
4. The sampling procedures employed in this study 
and the high response rate make the study's 
findings generalizable to the 36 programs which 
participated in the study. 
5. Statistical analysis revealed that the 36 
programs which participated in the study were 
representative of the 88 programs existing in 1987 
and, therefore, the results of this study are 
generalizable to all 88 programs. 
6. A study covering several years of graduates will 
provide more meaningful data than a study using a 
sample of graduates from one year. 
LIMITATIONS 
It is possible that some higher education doctoral 
recipients who were eligible for participation in the 
current study because of the year in which they graduated 
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were excluded for other reasons related to the status of the 
programs themselves. Only graduates from programs existing 
in l987 were included in this study, regardless of 
graduation year. This means that programs which no longer 
existed in 1987 were not included, even.though they may have 
existed and had graduates for all other years included in 
the study. There was no way to ensure that the programs 
which had been closed could be properly identified. To 
remain consistent with the decision to exclude programs 
which were closed prior to 1987, all programs which had been 
downgraded to concentration status were also excluded. 
Similarly, the 1987 status of programs in this study 
does not necessarily indicate their status in 1982, 1977, or 
1972. From the perspective of program type, it is possible 
that a program may have moved from one category to another 
any number of times during the 15 years covered by the study 
without that movement being ascertained. The inability to 
track this movement would be most problematic if career 
patterns were examined by program type and by graduation 
year. 
Another limitation for the current study is the poor 
record keeping procedures employed by many of the programs. 
This condition resulted in the inability to collect the 
names and addresses of graduates or even descriptive data 
from many of the programs. 
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Finally, all limitations associated with self-
reporting are acknowledged as potential sources of bias. 
Exaggeration of experiences by respondents, misattribution 
of growth or progress by respondents, influence of 
situational factors on the manner in which the experiences 
are reported by the respondents (Ewell, 1983), or 
misunderstanding of terminology included in the instrument 
designed to collect data from the respondents are all 
conditions which could exist when data is collected via self-
reporting. 
OVERVIEW OF THE RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
This study is a partial replication of Carr's (1974) 
study of the career patterns of graduates of a subgroup of 
higher education doctoral programs in higher education. 
Although there are similarities in research design and 
survey instruments, the two studies differ in several 
significant ways: 
1. As has already been noted, the current study 
attempted to collect data from a representative sample of 
the graduates of all higher education doctoral programs 
existing in 1987. Carr (1974) did not attempt to define 
this universe in 1974, citing, as justification, Rogers' 
(1969) claim that the exact number of higher education 
programs had not been identified due to the absence of 
defining criteria for such programs. Instead, Carr chose to 
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use nine of the ten exemplary doctoral programs in higher 
education identified by Higgins (1968) for his study. (He 
eliminated the University of Chicago from the study because 
that program had very few graduates.) The current study 
sought to identify all such doctoral programs that existed 
in 1987, recognizing that Crosson and Nelson's (1986) 
ability only to estimate the number of programs in existence 
at the time of their study suggests that Rogers' concern may 
still be relevant almost twenty years later. By seeking to 
define the universe of higher education doctoral programs as 
of 1987, the current study intends that its findings will be 
more generalizeable than Carr's. 
2. The current study used the higher education 
doctoral program typologies of Kellams (1973) and Dressel 
and Mayhew (1974) to inform the development of the research 
instruments and to examine the potential of differences 
existing in the career patterns of graduates of the 
different types of doctoral programs. Perhaps because 
Carr's (1974) research was conducted at about the same time 
that these typologies were being developed, he did not use 
them in his study. 
3. The current study begins with 1972 graduates, the 
last cohort examined by Carr (1974). The fact that the two 
studies have cohorts drawn from this one common graduating 
class, creates the possibility that the analysis of the two 
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data sets can be linked even though the sampling techniques 
of the two projects were different. 
4. The current study gives consideration to those 
graduates of higher education doctoral programs who are no 
longer affiliated in any way with a higper education 
institution. Carr (1974) gave only limited attention to 
this group. 
5. The current study considers the career patterns of 
higher education graduates over a period of 15 years (1972, 
1977, 1982, and 1987). Carr's (1974) study used three year 
intervals (1963, 1966, 1969, and 1972) over a nine-year 
period. The longer time frame of the current study should 
facilitate the examination of trends within the project. 
In order to develop the sample of higher education 
graduates for this project, it was first necessary to 
identify all higher education programs which existed in the 
United States in 1987. Eighty-eight higher education 
doctoral programs were identified. 
Program directors for each of the 88 higher education 
doctoral programs were asked to provide the names and 
addresses of their graduates for the calendar years 1972, 
1977, 1982, and 1987. (Calendar years were used to 
facilitate comparison of this project's results with those 
of Carr's (1974) study which also used calendar years.) 
Thirty-six programs provided usable mailing lists which 
identified 1,053 higher education doctoral recipients. Of 
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that group, 725 were randomly selected to receive a survey 
about their career and educational history. 
seventy-six percent of the sample group (551 
individuals) returned a completed survey. Adjusting the 
sample size to compensate for the 100 undeliverable or 
unclaimed packets (13.8%) yielded a response rate of 88.2% 
for those whose addresses were known. 
Results of the survey were coded for computer analysis 
by the statistical Package for the Social Sciences {SPSSx, 
1988) and the Statistical Analysis System {SAS, 1988). 
Analysis included the tabulation of item responses, the 
crosstabulation of variables, the computation of descriptive 
statistics, and chi-square analysis. 
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 
As has already been noted, various opinions exist 
regarding the demand for graduates of doctoral programs in 
higher education, yet little formal evaluation of the impact 
of these programs on the professional lives of their 
graduates has been conducted. Consideration of the career 
patterns of graduates of doctoral programs in higher 
education is one means of evaluating this impact. Through 
examination of the career patterns of graduates as an 
outcome of the doctoral programs in higher education, this 
study provides one means of evaluating the value of a higher 
education doctorate to its holders. 
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Mayhew (1972), Kellams (1973), and Dressel and Mayhew 
(1974) have proposed typologies of higher education doctoral 
programs (e.g. national, research-oriented programs; 
regional, practitioner-oriented programs; and local, 
collections of courses) which are intencted to inform the 
discussion of these programs. Kellams, Dressel and Mayhew 
have suggested characteristics of graduates of the different 
types of programs and have suggested that the career 
patterns of these graduates would be similar within program 
type. However, these program typologies have not been 
applied to the career patterns of the program graduates 
(Townsend, 1989). An examination of the career paths of 
graduates according to the type of program would provide a 
further dimension to the analysis of the career patterns of 
higher education doctoral recipients. This study seeks to 
include that additional dimension. 
No research project prior to this one has examined the 
career paths of a national sample of higher education 
doctoral recipients. All other career development studies 
have included a sample drawn from a subpopulation of higher 
education doctoral programs (e.g. Carr, 1974; Fincher, 1983; 
Veasey, 1988; Witt et al, 1987) or focused on the career 
paths of higher education administrators (e.g. Moore, 1983; 
Sagaria, 1988; Twombly, 1986). Other studies (e.g. Crosson 
& Nelson, 1986; Dressel & Mayhew, 1974; Johnson, 1978) have 
had portions devoted to the career paths of higher education 
doctoral recipients, but that aspect of these studies has 
been very limited. Only the current study examines the 
career patterns of a national sample of higher education 
graduates. 
SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW 
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This chapter has stated the purpose of this research 
project, set the conceptual framework that served as the 
foundation for the project, and established the significance 
of the problem. In addition to an overview of the 
methodology, the assumptions, limitations, and definitions 
relevant to the project were also presented. 
Chapter II will review the pertinent literature. The 
chapter's first section, entitled "Setting the Context: 
Outcomes, Program Evaluation and Higher Education", will 
expand upon the conceptual framework presented in Chapter 
I. The next section, entitled "From the Literature: 
Insights into Careers of Higher Education Doctoral 
Recipients," consists of four subsections. First, "Scope of 
Research on Careers in Graduate Education," will identify 
the literature related to the study of careers in graduate 
education. Second, "Scope of Research on Careers in Higher 
Education as a Field of Study", identifies the literature on 
careers in higher edcuation as a field of study. A 
synthesis of the literature is presented in the third 
subsection, "Factors Affecting the Career Development of 
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Individuals within Higher Education", with findings from all 
related research being merged into a single narrative. 
Finally, "Studies About Career Patterns of Higher Education 
Doctoral Recipients" focuses on research which specifically 
addresses the careers of higher education doctoral 
recipients. 
Chapter III will give a detailed description of the 
research methodology employed in this project. Chapter IV 
will provide a profile of the 88 higher education doctoral 
programs existing in 1987, compare the 36 programs 
participating in the study with the 88 programs, and report 
on the attempt to apply Dressel and Mayhew's (1974) typology 
to those programs. Chapter V will report and discuss the 
results of the data collected on the career patterns of 
higher education doctoral recipients. The final chapter 
will summarize the study, draw conclusions, and present 
recommendations. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Two bodies of literature are addressed in this chapter 
which provide the foundation for the current research 
project. First, the literature on program evaluation will 
be reviewed to set the context and establish the importance 
of career pattern studies of higher education program 
graduates to the continued health and viability of the 
programs. This section of the chapter, entitled "Setting 
the context: Outcomes, Program Evaluation, and Higher 
Education", will expand on the conceptual framework set 
forth in Chapter I and will establish the importance of 
career pattern studies to the future of higher education 
doctoral programs. Specific attention will be given to the 
role that consumer satisfaction plays in the continued 
demand for a program and the importance of alumni surveys to 
the life of a program. Beginning with a broad look at 
program evaluation and the role of outcomes studies therein, 
this section will then focus on the impact that such studies 
can have on the future of higher education doctoral 
programs. 
The second section of this chapter, entitled "From the 
Literature: Insights into the Careers of Higher Education 
Doctoral Recipients", will identify existing research in the 
area of career patterns of degree recipients within graduate 
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education and consider the insights that this body of 
literature can generate for the study of careers of higher 
education doctoral recipients. Furthermore, this section 
will review the existing research within higher education as 
a field of study which has implications. for the 
consideration of the career patterns of higher education 
doctoral recipients. 
SETTING THE CONTEXT: OUTCOMES, PROGRAM EVALUATION 
AND HIGHER EDUCATION 
An organization's continuing viability relies greatly 
on continuing demand for its product or service. Decline in 
demand can place an organization's existence at risk. In an 
environment of decline, the organization which successfully 
assesses the nature of demand and responds accordingly will 
have the greatest opportunity to survive (Birnbaum, 1988). 
This is the premise presented by Kotler (1982) in his 
discussion of responsive and unresponsive organizations. 
The unresponsive institution does nothing to ascertain the 
needs or preferences of its constituents while the 
responsive institution ''strives to uncover its constituents' 
attitudes and needs as it attempts to achieve its 
purpose(s)" (Midgen, 1987). Kotler notes that in a 
competitive marketplace where there is a declining pool of 
customers, the responsive institution is more likely to grow 
and prosper than an unresponsive one. 
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with the number of potential postsecondary students on 
the decline (Chadwick & Ward, 1987; Midgen, 1987; Ragan & 
McMillan, 1989; Schmidt, 1988), Kotler's (1982) perspective 
seems germane. Postsecondary education has increasingly 
become a competitive marketplace. Many, colleges and 
universities, in response to this increasing competition, 
are now applying marketing principles to their recruiting 
efforts (Bingham, 1988; Psimitis, Karathanos, & Hekmat, 
1988; Schuster, Costantino, & Klein, 1988; Widdows & Hilton, 
1990). However, Chadwick and Ward observe that the impact 
of consumer satisfaction, an integral aspect of this 
marketing perspective, has been somewhat overlooked in the 
higher education marketplace. 
The responsive higher education institution must be 
attendant to the concept of consumer satisfaction. Scriven 
(1983) indicates that "programs, like products, should be 
evaluated by matching their effects against the needs of 
those whom they affect" (p. 235). Midgen (1987), embracing 
Scriven's consumer orientation to program evaluation, states 
that an educational institution or program can only be 
successful if it ensures that its clients perceive that they 
have received more benefits because of enrollment in the 
institution or program than they would have possessed 
without doing so. Moll (1985) concurs, noting that the 
perception of the consumer is more compelling at the point 
of choice than the quality of the product or program. 
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According to the Expectations-Performance Theory in 
marketing, it is assumed that the consumer will be satisfied 
with the product if the product lives up to the consumer's 
expectations (Comm & Schmidt, 1988), a condition which 
Widdow and Hilton (1990) call eliminating the "expectations 
gap." 
scriven has long called for an awareness of consumer 
satisfaction in higher education, noting in 1973 that it is 
"time to give consumers (purchasing agents, taxpayers, and 
parents) information on how good each curriculum is" (Stake, 
1973, p. 289). However, only since the munificent 
environment that higher education had enjoyed for so long 
has begun to disappear, has consumer satisfaction become a 
consideration of colleges and universities. 
Program evaluators such as Scriven (1983) and 
Stufflebeam (1980) are not the only ones concerned with 
consumer satisfaction in higher education. Terenzini (1989) 
echoes an earlier observation by Bok (1986), when he notes 
that "important people (for example, legislators, parents, 
students)" are also becoming concerned about the benefits of 
expensive college programs (p. 645). For example, former 
Secretary of Education William Bennett has stated that "it 
is only reasonable that students, parents, government 
officials, and others should look for--and expect to find--
evidence that they are getting their money's worth" 
(Adelman, 1986, p. i). Thus, the voice of the public 
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official has joined the chorus of others who are now calling 
for colleges and universities to be accountable to those who 
purchase their services. 
Institutional or programatic accountability includes 
consideration of the consumer's "return~on-investment", a 
major factor for individuals as they make their selection 
from among the many higher education options available to 
them (Carnegie Foundation, 1986; Kolman, Gallagher, Hossler, 
& Catania, 1987; Witt et al., 1987). "A better job and 
higher lifetime earnings are ... expected from a college 
education" (Carnegie Foundation, p. 33). In fact, career 
advancement and pecuniary benefits appear repeatedly in the 
literature as considerations when selecting a college or 
university (Chadwick & Ward, 1987; Green, 1985; Kolman et 
al., 1987; Krukowski, 1985; Litten & Hall, 1989; Malaney, 
1987a; Witt et al., 1987). Therefore, in order to attract 
students, higher education institutions must be able to 
document the benefits of enrolling in and completing their 
various programs. 
Information on career development outcomes, one means 
of considering "return-on-investment" in higher education, 
is increasingly important to institutional public relations 
and recruitment. Graduates of institutions with good 
academic reputations are perceived to get the best jobs 
(Astin, 1985; Carnegie Foundation, 1986) and so one might 
conclude that an institution with a record of placing its 
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graduates in good jobs was indeed a better quality 
institution. Johnson (1978) concurs by noting that the 
images of programs are tied largely to the professional 
contributions of their graduates. Willingham (1974) adds 
that systematic identification of accomplishments of 
graduates is one component of effective prediction of 
success of future graduates. "Effective presentation of the 
success of recent graduates in finding employment or in 
furthering their professional development can increase 
interest in the institution among high-quality students" 
(Ewell, 1983, p. 51). 
Advocates of the resources and reputational 
perspective of excellence would attempt to present their 
institution as the institution that has more than other 
institutions, including more successful graduates. 
"Proponents of the outcomes view argue that the ultimate 
test of an institution's quality lies neither in its 
reputation nor in its resources but rather in the quality of 
its products" (Astin, 1985, p. 43). Regardless of the 
perspective which is adopted, there seems to be growing 
agreement that "the 'product' of the department is the 
biggest voice of the program in the world" (Reveron, 1987, 
p. 187). 
Various scholars (e.g., Clark, Hartnett, & Baird, 
1976; El-Khawas, 1987; Ewell, 1983; Hartnett & Willingham, 
1980; Holcomb, Thomson, Evans, Buckner, & Ponder, 1987; 
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Kolman et al., 1987; McClain, 1987; Midgen, 1987) also 
suggest that soliciting feedback from a program's alumni can 
generate data which will be useful in addressing issues of 
that program's accountability and improvement. Some have 
added that by improving the program, the quality of the 
program's graduates would improve as well (Ewell, 1983; 
Holcomb et al., 1987; Willingham, 1974). Whether for 
reasons of public relations, recruitment, or program 
accountability, studies of a program's alumni can provide 
insights which will enable the program to remain responsive 
within its particular environment. 
With the press for consumer satisfaction, outcome, or 
alumni studies woven through the literature, it is also 
possible to glean suggestions which might inform the design 
of such follow-up studies. For example, certain authors 
(e.g., Clark et al., 1976; McClain, 1987; Scriven, 1983; 
Terenzini, 1989) urge that these studies be multi-faceted, 
synthesizing information from a number of dimensions such as 
performance evaluation, satisfaction measures, needs 
assessment or other sources of value. Stake (1973) on the 
other hand states that a study focusing on any one dimension 
would be sufficient. Cronbach (in Shrinkfield, 1982) notes 
three specific reasons why Stake's perspective of developing 
an evaluation may be preferred: 
1. Cost--there will always be a budget limit 
2. Attention span of the evaluator--as a study 
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becomes more complicated, it becomes increasingly 
more difficult to administer, the mass of 
information becomes too great to consider, and, 
consequently, much of the information is lost in 
the course of data reduction and synthesis 
3. Attention span of the decision making community--
very few persons want to know all there is to know 
about a program and, indeed, few have the time to 
offer the evaluator all of their opinions (p. 
3 72) . 
Several researchers (Grace & Fife, 1986; Holcomb et 
al., 1987; Malaney, 1987a, 1987b; Pace, 1979) have also 
noted the value of longitudinal studies to the discussion of 
program vitality and consumer satisfaction. Ewell (1983) 
goes further by indicating that "assessment and 
communication of long-term outcomes ... probably has [sic] the 
greatest potential for influencing public perception of the 
value of higher education as a whole" (p. 23). 
A call for external, or interinstitutional, studies 
has been heard as well (Clark et al., 1976). Pace (1979) 
notes that the intent of external studies "is usually to 
identify differences between institutions, to build a data 
base against which to examine and compare variations in the 
practices, purposes, and achievements of different types of 
institutions ... " (p. 115). Ewell (1983) adds that external 
studies can serve a dual purpose for the individual 
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program. First, such studies may identify problem areas 
within an institution or program which need to be 
addressed. On the other hand, such studies may determine 
that a particular problem area is common to all institutions 
or programs and therefore possibly not correctable at the 
individual institution or program level. 
Pace (1979) has made some specific suggestions about 
the kinds of content that are important in postgraduate 
studies. 
First ... know something about the knowledge possessed 
by alumni ... Second ... look for evidence of personal 
achievement ... Third ... look for evidence of 
intellectual interests and habits ... Fourth ... look for 
evidence of the quality of their consumption and the 
quality of their contribution ... Fifth ... know how 
college graduates evaluate their own educational 
experience and how they view higher education as a 
major social institution. And sixth, because large 
numbers of students go on to graduate and professional 
school after completing their bachelor's degree, 
special attention should be given to that subsequent 
experience, particularly as it relates to careers. The 
evaluation of the undergraduate experience only is no 
longer sufficient for alumni studies (pp. 111-112). 
Drawing upon the above literature makes it possible to 
identify some guidelines for the design of an outcomes study 
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which might then be useful to an institution or program 
which is attempting to stay responsive in its particular 
environment. Although such a study might be part of a 
broader research project (e.g., Scriven, 1983), some program 
evaluators (e.g., Stake, 1973) believe that it should stand 
on its own. The results of this study may be more 
meaningful if it is longitudinal (e.g., Pace, 1979) and 
external; not confining its sample to a single institution 
(e.g., Ewell, 1983). Specific suggestions as to the content 
of the information to be collected in such a study can also 
be identified (e.g., Pace). 
An effective outcomes study could be developed which 
would be useful to an institution or program which was 
seeking to compete successfully in the higher education 
marketplace. However, Ewell (1983) notes that ''until 
recently ... the positive impact of college upon the student 
remained an almost righteously unexamined premise--the 
'great self-evident' of higher education" (p. 1). Now for a 
number of different reasons postsecondary education 
graduates are seen as fertile ground from which will be 
reaped important insights which could guide and inform the 
future direction of America's colleges and universities--
either collectively or individually. It is within that 
context that program evaluation at all levels of the higher 
education enterprise should include consideration of the 
career patterns of graduates of various programs. 
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FROM THE LITERATURE: INSIGHTS INTO THE 
CAREERS OF HIGHER EDUCATION DOCTORAL RECIPIENTS 
In the previous section the usefulness of outcomes 
studies, such as the examination of career patterns of 
program graduates, to the life and continued health of that 
program was established. This section will review 
literature which will inform the discussion of career 
patterns of higher education doctoral recipients. To 
establish an appropriate frame of reference, this section is 
divided into four parts. The first two parts of this 
section, entitled ''Scope of Research on Careers in Graduate 
Education'' and "Scope of Research on Careers in Higher 
Education as a Field of Study", simply establish the 
relative importance that research on careers has enjoyed in 
comparison to other aspects of the research agenda within 
graduate education, generally, and then higher education as 
a field of study, specifically. These two sections will 
establish that neither graduate education nor higher 
education as a field of study has received much attention 
from researchers and that career studies have been but a 
very small part of the research in these two areas. 
The third part, "Factors Affecting the Career 
Development of Individuals within Higher Education," will 
synthesize the information which does exist and present a 
discussion of several factors which could have an impact on 
the career paths of higher education doctoral recipients. 
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Finally, the fourth part, "Studies About Career Patterns of 
Higher Education Doctoral Recipients," turns the discussion 
to those few studies which give specific consideration to 
career patterns of higher education doctoral recipients. By 
the conclusion of this section, the need for further 
research in this area will be clearly established. 
SCOPE OF RESEARCH ON CAREERS IN GRADUATE EDUCATION 
Research on graduate students has been conducted since 
the beginning of graduate education in this country in the 
1800's. Yet, when compared to research that has been 
conducted on undergraduate students, the body of research on 
graduate students is relatively minute (Malaney, 1987a, 
1987b). Kolman et al., (1987) specifically note that this 
condition is true when considering the research that has 
been done in the area of outcomes of doctoral education. 
Malaney observes that most of the research which does exist 
on graduate students is fairly recent. 
Malaney (1987a, 1987b) conducted a comprehensive 
review of the periodical literature and found that 112 
research articles in the area of graduate education have 
been printed in 22 journals between 1976 and 1986. His 
review excluded articles which were not research in nature. 
Most of the articles (94 out of 112) were on student-related 
topics, with the most popular topics being "matriculation" 
with 24 articles, "predicting success, performance" with 16 
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articles, "gender differences, women" with 13 articles, and 
"graduate assistants" with nine articles. Only five 
articles (Clark & Centra, 1985; Holmes, Verrier, & Chisolm, 
1983; Mccaffrey, Miller, & Winston, 1984; Stark, Lowther, & 
Austin, 1985; Thompson & Layne, 1980) were published during 
that time span in the area of "employment, career". 
The limited amount of research which has been 
conducted on careers in graduate education, as indicated by 
the paucity of articles on that topic in the professional 
journals, seems to be confirmed by the lack of major works 
in this area. Only a few major works have also drawn some 
attention to careers in graduate education. In the most 
recent book on this topic, articles edited by Breneman and 
Youn (1988) address "academic careers and academic labor 
markets in American higher education from a perspective 
based on both economic reasoning and sociological analysis" 
(p. 1). This book reports research findings from a number 
of different projects in different disciplines with the bulk 
of it focusing on various aspects of the careers of faculty 
members. Bowen and Schuster (1986) presented their findings 
in a book which takes a broad view of the higher education 
professoriate with limited attention being devoted to 
graduate education. Cartter followed up his 1966 work on 
the quality of graduate education with a 1976 book which 
assesses the academic labor market. Clark et al. (1976) 
took a more focused look at quality related issues in 
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graduate education by conducting a national study in three 
graduate fields: chemistry, history, and psychology.· Only 
portions of these works address career concerns and most of 
the insights on this subject to be drawn from these works 
must be extrapolated from text which by and large is 
addressing other issues. 
The Doctorate Records Project is the one true existing 
longitudinal study of graduate education. "The Doctorate 
Records File (DRF) [is] a virtually complete data bank on 
doctorate recipients from 1920 11 to the present (National 
Research Council, 1989, p. iii). Each year the graduate 
deans of U. s. universities distribute questionnaires to 
graduates as they complete their graduation requirements. A 
report is published annually which presents the results of 
the previous year's survey. These annual reports, which 
began in 1967, build on trend data reported in the book, 
Century of Doctorates: Data Analyses of Growth and Change 
(National Academy of Sciences, 1978), covering the period 
from the beginnings of the doctorate in the U.S. through 
1974. Some of the information in these reports is useful in 
the examination of graduate education and careers. 
A few other research articles have been identified on 
the topic of graduate education and careers (Heath & 
Tuckman, 1990; Holcomb et al., 1987; Kolman et al., 1987; 
Tuckman & Belisle, 1987; Tuckman, Coyle, & Bae, 1989) with 
all of them being written since 1986, the last year covered 
,.;~;ol'?·' ''\t·~~-~-\ ~ 
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in Malaney's (1987a, 1987b) literature reviews. In summary, 
little research has been conducted on the topic of graduate 
education and careers, or graduate education outcomes. 
Kolman et al. (1987) give a hint as to why research of 
graduate education outcomes is so scant. After noting the 
lack of graduate models for outcomes study, they state: 
Because the main "product" of universities is the 
educated person, innumerable problems exist in the 
evaluation process, problems that other organizations 
do not face. Distinguishing between inputs and 
outputs is difficult. Problems arise in comparing 
individual graduates in one university and across 
institutions and in simply identifying desired 
outcomes .... Because of these inherent problems in 
evaluating outcomes of universities, theory has an 
important place in trying to understand outcomes in 
academic organization. Development of a conceptual 
framework for studying outcomes of academic 
organizations, however, also poses difficulties (p. 
108) . 
With circumstances mitigating against studies of 
graduate alumni and with the press to conduct such studies 
ever growing, some authors express concern about the role of 
such studies. Some say that one measure of a program's 
effectiveness, quality, or success is the accomplishments of 
its graduates (Clark et al., 1976; Johnson, 1978). Cartter 
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(1966 ), on the other hand, cautions against assessing the 
status of a program solely by the accomplishments of .its 
graduates because, at the graduate level, education becomes 
more like self-education. Schneider, Brown, Denny, Mathis, 
and Schmidt (1984) support Cartter's perspective by broadly 
stating that no standards appear to exist for evaluation in 
the area of program quality. Whether because of the 
difficulties inherent in conducting such studies or because 
of unclear reasons to engage in such research, the number of 
graduate education alumni studies is very limited. 
SCOPE OF RESEARCH ON CAREERS IN HIGHER EDUCATION AS A FIELD 
OF STUDY 
The lack of research on careers within the general 
area of graduate education is exacerbated as the focus is 
narrowed to the "fine field'' (National Research Council, 
1987) of higher education. Research in higher education as 
a field of study has been inconsistent and infrequent 
according to some (e.g., Gallagher & Hossler, 1987; 
Peterson, 1986). 
Although meager, the body of literature focusing on 
higher education as a field of study has grown dramatically 
in the past 15 years. In 1974, Higher Education As A Field 
of Study by Dressel and Mayhew was published and is a book 
which still stands as the most comprehensive examination of 
its topic. In the same year, Carr (1974) identified less 
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than 25 other studies in the field, while currently there 
are well over 200 studies dealing with various aspects of 
higher education as a field of study, such as curriculum 
(e.g., Crosson, 1983; Hamlin, Mauch, Pulliam, & Yeager, 
1979; Nelson, 1981, 1987), books used in higher education 
courses (e.g., Newman, 1983; Weidman, Nelson, & Radzyminski, 
l984), faculty (e.g., Francis & Hobbs, 1974; Johnson, 1978; 
Kellams, 1980; Newell & Kuh, 1989; Newell & Morgan, 1983), 
gender differences (e.g., Budig, Hammond, & Bailey, 1984), 
and student expectations (e.g., Grace & Fife, 1986; Peters & 
Peterson, 1987). In fact, most of the research within 
higher education as a field of study is very recent. 
Little research has been conducted in higher education 
as a field of study on the topic of careers. Only a handful 
of articles or publications other than the seven Carr (1974) 
identified as providing meaningful background for his 
project (American Association of Higher Education, 1968, 
1971; Currie, 1968; Ewing & Strickler, 1964; Higgins, 1968; 
Palinchak, Kane, & Jansen, 1970; Rogers, 1969) in any way 
address the career patterns of graduates of doctoral 
programs in higher education, and few of them report the 
results of research. Malaney's (1987a, 1987b) reviews of 
the literature show no research in this area reported in 
periodicals between the years of 1976 and 1986. In 1986, 
Gallagher and Hossler indicated that a study they were 
conducting "was the preliminary step in developing a 
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research line on the career paths of graduates from higher 
education programs" (pp. 3-4). Two single-institution 
studies are in progress: University of Arkansas (N. Sinden, 
personal communication, June 30, 1989) and Washington State 
university (J. Veasey, personal communication, October 31, 
1989). Townsend's (1989) review of the literature did not 
identify any additional research, other than the current 
study, conducted in the 1980s on the topic of career 
patterns of higher education doctoral recipients. As 
recently as 1990, Chaffee has called for "a commission on 
career paths for graduates of higher education programs" (p. 
5) • 
Graduates of doctoral programs in higher education 
have been the subject of only limited research, most of 
which has been an element of broader studies (Crosson & 
Nelson, 1986; Dressel & Mayhew, 1974; Rogers, 1969) or 
studies with a different primary focus, such as gender 
issues (Budig et al., 1984), student expectations (Grace & 
Fife, 1986; Peters & Peterson, 1987), faculty (Johnson, 
1978; Newell & Morgan, 1983), or enrollment trends 
(Gallagher & Hossler, 1986, 1987). A couple of program self-
studies also exist: University of Georgia (Fincher, 1983) 
and University of Florida (Witt et al., 1987). Several 
dissertations (Basil, 1980; Higgins, 1968; Johnson, 1978; 
Travelstead, 1974; Twombly, 1986), which primarily address 
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other topics, can also inform the discussion of career paths 
of graduates of higher education doctoral programs. 
Most of the career development studies which do exist 
in higher education (e.g., Bess & Lodahl, 1969; Fullerton & 
Ellner, 1978; Moore, 1983; Moore, Salimbene, Marlier, & 
Bragg, 1983; Moore, Twombly, & Martorana, 1985; O'Neil, 
1989; Rahat, 1989; Sagaria, 1988; Scott, 1978; Twombly, 
1986; Williams, 1986) do not specifically focus on graduates 
of higher education doctoral programs, but use Spilerman's 
(1977) strategy of beginning with a critical position in an 
organization and tracing the careers backwards. Only Carr's 
(1974) study develops its sample from the alumni lists of 
multiple higher education doctoral programs, collects data 
directly from program graduates, and thus examines career 
development from a beginning point rather than an end 
point. Only Carr gives extensive consideration specifically 
to the career patterns of higher education doctoral 
recipients. 
FACTORS AFFECTING THE CAREER DEVELOPMENT OF INDIVIDUALS 
WITHIN HIGHER EDUCATION 
Despite the dearth of research on the career patterns 
of higher education doctoral recipients, the information 
which is available can inform subsequent discussions of 
career patterns of higher education doctoral recipients. 
Research has yielded some insights into factors which may 
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affect the career patterns of higher education doctoral 
recipients. Attention to these factors is important since 
their impact on career patterns may be somewhat independent 
of the field of study in which a doctorate is earned. At 
the same time, the impact of certain factors on career 
patterns may be increased by the field of study being 
considered. Therefore, the following discussion will 
address various factors in a manner which will both identify 
the broader issues and focus on higher education as a field 
of study. 
Gender. Gender differences in graduate study and 
subsequent careers are beginning to receive research 
attention. Generally, gender differences have diminished 
with time, although there is still strong evidence that new 
female doctoral recipients have greater difficulty than 
their male counterparts in securing employment commensurate 
with their credentials and qualifications (Barbezat, 1988; 
Ironside, 1983; Johnson & Hutchison, 1990; O'Neil, 1989; 
Stark et al., 1985; Tuckman & Tuckman, 1984; Turner, 1989; 
Williams, 1986). Heath and Tuckman (1989) warn that 
advances toward gender parity of employment rates of 
doctoral recipients in many fields may soon cease with the 
potential for a reverse trend existing. This problem of 
career advancement for women continues to exist concurrently 
with a proportional increase in female doctorates being 
granted (Astin, 1973; National Research Council, 1989; 
Tuckman & Tuckman, 1984). 
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The number of men receiving doctoral degrees in some 
disciplines remains disproportionately high even though the 
gap appears to have closed somewhat (Heath & Tuckman, 1989; 
Holcomb et al., 1987; National Research Council, 1989). 
only the broad field of education continues, as it has since 
1983, to produce more women than men doctorates (National 
Research Council, 1989). Research suggests that a similar 
balance may also exist in the sub-field of higher education 
(Budig et al., 1985; Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Gallagher & 
Hossler, 1986; Grace & Fife, 1986; Stark et al., 1985). 
Commenting on doctoral recipients in general, Tuckman 
and Belisle (1987) note that the disparity of graduation 
rates by gender from doctoral programs in various 
disciplines is also generally present in employment patterns 
at the point of the first postdoctoral position. In all 
cohorts of their study (1977, 1979, 1981, and 1983) women 
were less likely than men to have secured full-time 
positions. "Women were equally likely to have obtained 
postdoctoral study positions •.. , but more likely to work 
part-time •.. , be unemployed ... , or be outside the labor 
force" (p. 33). Tuckman and Tuckman (1984) and Heath and 
Tuckman (1989) also found the unemployment rates of new 
female doctorates to be disproportionately high when 
compared to those of men. 
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Although the difference in graduation rates by gender 
from education doctoral programs seems to have disappeared, 
women are still having difficulty finding placement 
commensurate with their credentials (McCarthy, Kuh, & 
Beckman, 1979; Stark et al., 1985). This condition appears 
to exist for women seeking a career in higher education, as 
well. Wakelee-Lynch (1990) notes, for example, that only 
nine percent of the college and university presidents and 
10% of the full professors are women despite the fact that 
the proportion of women in the American work force has grown 
from 39% in 1972 to 45% in 1986. This gender disparity at 
the upper levels of higher education administration was also 
observed by O'Neil (1989) and in the article, Black Women 
Face Obstacles in Higher Ed (1990). It appears, however, 
that, although women are having difficulty breaking into the 
upper levels of higher education management, they have been 
more successful in higher education than in the corporate 
sector where "white males still hold more than 95 percent of 
the top management jobs" (Silver, 1990, p. D5). 
Williams (1986) in a gender study of Chief Academic 
Officers observes that men and women appear to take similar 
career paths, yet women "take longer to achieve the position 
and, once installed, have different salary patterns and 
administrative responsibilities" (p. 451). A study of 
gender diversity in student affairs conducted by McEwen, 
Engstrom, and Williams (1990) found similar tendencies: 
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women take longer to climb the career ladder and questions 
exist within the profession regarding "the earning power of 
men and women in comparable positions" (p. 51). A study 
conducted by the Council for Advancement and Support of 
Education (CASE) (Millar, 1990; Nicklin, 1990) showed that 
women in higher education development positions are also 
suffering from salary and career advancement inequities; 
women being clustered in lower paying mid-level positions. 
The CASE finding that gender inequity of salaries was worse 
in 1989 than it was in 1986 compromises Barbezat's (1988) 
generalization, that discriminatory salary differentials in 
higher education appear to be diminishing. Rosenfeld and 
Jones' (1988) observation that women with doctorates moved 
more quickly out of academia than men suggests that women 
sense the salary and career advancement inequities and they 
were not able to make satisfactory inroads against them. 
Progress is being made, yet clearly career advancement 
in education is still affected by gender. An intervening 
factor may be that men come to graduate programs in 
education with more practical experience at educational 
institutions, and therefore are more marketable upon 
completion of their graduate degree (Budig et al., 1984; 
McCarthy et al., 1979). This condition seems to be self-
perpetuating since women without doctorates appear to be 
more constrained professionally than their male counterparts 
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(Moore & Sagaria, 1982). Ironside (1983) lends additional 
insight by noting, 
colleges and universities, like most institutions, 
were established by men. Hence, they tend to have 
structures and processes that reflect male values and 
lifestyles and thereby pose problems for females. In 
addition, academic institutions, bound as they are to 
tradition, and somewhat isolated from the demands of 
the outside world, are more resistant to change than 
other kinds of organizations. The point is that while 
legislation may have brought an end to overt 
discrimination, attitudes and patterns remain which 
continue to work to the disadvantage of ambitious 
women (p.2). 
There are those who suggest that academic institutions 
have eliminated sexual inequalities in the job market for 
post-doctorate entry positions (e.g., Cartter, 1976). 
However, the prevailing view continues to be that there is 
still progress to be made in education and higher education 
to achieve the same kind of gender parity in career 
advancement that has been accomplished in their graduate 
enrollment patterns. 
The employment patterns of individuals seeking a 
career in higher education, without consideration of their 
educational background, appears to mirror the gender 
inequities facing doctoral recipients in other professions. 
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The possibility of a relationship existing between the 
closing of the gender gap in higher education doctoral 
programs and subsequent career advancement in higher 
education has neither been established nor examined. 
Ethnic Background. Although research is providing 
some insight into gender-related differences in career 
patterns within higher education, the impact of ethnicity 
upon such careers has remained virtually unstudied. Only 
two studies offer the potential of any insights into the 
role that ethnicity plays in the development of a career in 
higher education. Williams' (1986) gender study of Chief 
Academic Officers was conducted in black colleges and 
universities. The results would be useful in the 
consideration of ethnicity questions if they were compared 
with the results of a similar study conducted in a sample of 
white institutions. Such a parallel study has not been 
conducted. 
Bond (1983) conducted the only study to directly 
address the impact of race on career advancement. However, 
in a sample of 2,896 college and university administrators, 
only 156 were black, a factor which must be taken into 
account when interpreting the results. Generally, the study 
showed that the problem black administrators face is not the 
lack of credentials but the distribution of opportunities. 
Black academic administrators in this study spent a large 
portion of their careers outside of higher education, 
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whereas white academic administrators spent most of their 
careers in higher education. Also, although the differences 
in careers for blacks and whites in comprehensive and 
liberal arts institutions were slight at first analysis, 
these differences became more pronounced when the 
predominant race of the students attending these 
institutions was considered. The implication of Bond's 
research appears to be that, although credentials are 
similar, the opportunities for black administrators are 
limited and that limitation is due in large part to the 
difficulty they face in breaking into predominantly white 
institutions. 
Attention to ethnicity in other studies, when present 
at all, appears to be limited to demographic descriptions of 
the composition of the sample. Neither Carr (1974), in his 
study of the career patterns of higher education doctoral 
recipients, nor Dressel and Mayhew (1974), in their broad 
treatment of higher education as a field of study, gave any 
attention to ethnicity. Crosson and Nelson's (1986) attempt 
to update Dressel and Mayhew's earlier work only noted that 
13% of the higher education students in their 1983 study 
were minority group members. Grace and Fife (1986), in 
their research on the expectations of higher education 
doctoral students, reported the Caucasian/non-Caucasian 
breakout of their 1984 sample (78% was Caucasian). Fife 
(1984), in a similar study, cited the minority proportion of 
46 
his 1983 sample as being 14.5%. Gallagher and Hossler 
(1986), in their study of higher education doctoral 
enrollment trends, intended to include consideration of the 
ethnic background of the higher education doctoral 
recipients but finally excluded it because "information on 
the racial make-up of the graduates was often not 
available. Over two-thirds of the respondents did not 
supply any figures broken out by race" (p. 5). 
The ethnic blend of the sample of studies on higher 
education doctoral students (e.g., Crosson & Nelson, 1986; 
Fife, 1984; Grace & Fife, 1986) can be compared against 
similar data on all doctoral graduates, which is available 
from the National Research Council (1989), to develop a 
sense of how successful higher education doctoral programs 
are at attracting minority students. In 1987, 12.8% of the 
doctoral recipients were from minority populations. Blum 
(1990a) notes that only nine percent of the 1988 doctoral 
recipients were minorities. In comparison the 1980 minority 
population in America, as documented by the 1980 census, was 
16.9% of the American population (National Research Council, 
1989). Evidence suggests that higher education doctoral 
programs may be only a bit more successful at attracting 
minority students than doctoral graduate education as a 
whole, but that minorities are apparently still 
underrepresented in higher education doctoral programs when 
1980 census statistics are considered. These observations 
are suggestive rather than conclusive since data from 
different years, sources and methodologies have been 
considered to reach the conclusions. 
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At a time when considerable attention is being given 
to the need for colleges and universities to serve 
minorities better (e.g., "Black Women," 1990; ''Can 
Minorities Break," 1989; Cole, 1990; Collison, 1988; 
commission Calls, 1988; D'Arms, 1990; DeLoughry, 1990; 
Hirschorn, 1988a, 1988b; Kappner, 1989; "Minority College 
Participation", 1990; Sullivan & Nowlin, 1990; Terrell, 
1988; Thomas, 1987), it is interesting that research on 
higher education doctoral recipients has not attended to 
this concern. This condition is not limited to graduate 
study in higher education programs. Malaney (1987a) noted 
in his review of the literature on graduate students, that 
"research concentrating solely on minority graduate students 
is severely lacking" (p. 21). "In 1976, there was a 
noticeable lack of literature on minority graduate 
experiences, and over a decade later this (is] still the 
case" (Malaney, 1987b, pp. 44-45). 
The call for attention to the ethnic blend in graduate 
education has been heard, it must include examination of the 
impact of ethnicity on careers, and it is yet to be 
answered. The National Research Council (1989) calls this 
"one of the most salient issues today'' in the area of 
graduate education (p. 14). This is especially true in 
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higher education as a field of study when the call for 
positive role models (e.g., Arciniega, 1990; ''Action Plan," 
1989; Reyes & Halcon, 1988) and better service to minorities 
by colleges and universities (e.g., Collison, 1988) are 
considered. 
Predoctoral Experience. Certain factors from an 
individual's predoctoral experience may have an impact on 
the career success of higher education doctoral recipients. 
Fuller (1986) and Pace (1979) suggest that career success 
may be related to the undergraduate degree. Hartnett et al. 
(1980) note that self-reported accomplishments at one 
educational level tend to predict similar success at later 
educational levels and that performance in graduate school 
may well predict future professional performance. Several 
studies (Malaney, 1987b; McCarthy et al., 1979; Stark et 
al., 1985) indicate that predoctoral work experience is the 
greatest predictor of future career success, although others 
(e.g., Youn, 1988b) disagree. Given these research 
findings, attention to the predoctoral experience profile of 
higher education doctoral recipients may give some insights 
into their postdoctoral career patterns. 
Grace and Fife (1986) found that 54% of the higher 
education doctoral students in their study had an 
undergraduate degree in the liberal arts and 21% a degree in 
education. Carr (1974), using different categories, found 
similar proportions: 19.2% of his sample of higher 
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education doctoral recipients had earned a baccalaureate 
degree in education, 32.1% an undergraduate degree in the 
social sciences, and 17.7% a degree in the humanities. Carr 
noted that "the percentage of [his study's] respondents with 
a baccalaureate in education was less than half the national 
norm for all doctorates in education" (p. 19). If Fuller 
(1986) and Pace's (1979) findings that the undergraduate 
degree has some bearing on the future career are accurate, 
then these proportions would suggest that an undergraduate 
degree in education is not necessarily the most appropriate 
preparatory path for those seeking a career in higher 
education. 
Some information about predoctoral employment history 
of higher education doctoral students is also available. 
Sixty-eight percent of the 1984 higher education doctoral 
students in Grace and Fife's (1986) study were either 
currently or most recently employed at a college or 
university. This percent was an increase from their 1983 
sample in which 56.6% of the respondents indicated that 
their most recent positions were with postsecondary 
institutions. In Carr's (1974) study, 61.9% of the entire 
sample of higher education doctoral recipients worked at a 
college or university immediately prior to doctoral studies; 
the percentage increased consistently through the years of 
the study and in 1972 it had climbed to 71.5%. 
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Individuals generally do not enter higher education 
doctoral programs until they have been employed for a-number 
of years. Grace and Fife (1986) found that usually seven 
years elapsed between an individual's completion of a 
master's degree and subsequent enrollment in a higher 
education doctoral program. It also appears that more and 
more doctoral students are entering their programs of study 
from a position in a college or university. Therefore, it 
is likely that the decision to seek a doctorate in higher 
education is a reasoned one. It seems that by the time 
students enter a higher education doctoral program, they are 
rather focused in their career goals and those goals usually 
rest within higher education. 
Postdoctoral Plans. The National Research Council 
(1978) notes that post-doctoral plans of graduating doctoral 
students are also good indicators of what actually happens 
career-wise. Grace and Fife (1986) found in their study of 
the expectations of students from the 18 largest higher 
education doctoral programs that over 80% of the higher 
education students in their project wanted to do 
administrative work after graduation with 62% naming that as 
their ultimate goal. Only 16.5% indicated that their 
ultimate goal was to teach at the postsecondary level. If 
the National Research Council's (1978) finding that 
intentions at graduation from a doctoral program indicate 
future career, then clearly most of the graduates from 
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doctoral programs in higher education will work in higher 
education as administrators. No research has tested ·the 
National Research Council's perspective. 
Type of Doctorate. For years, there has been a debate 
about the impact of the Ed.D. versus the Ph.D. on career 
patterns. Researchers (e.g., Dill & Morrison, 1985; Dressel 
& Mayhew, 1974; Schneider et al., 1984) have found that the 
two degrees are often very similar. The stated distinction 
between the two degrees is often that "the Ph.D. is the 
research degree, and the Ed.D. is the professional degree" 
(Schneider et al., 1984, p. 618). The Ph.D. is often seen 
"as the 'real degree' and the Ed.D. as the 'simple degree'" 
(Schneider et al., p. 618). These are statements of 
perception and it is mostly at this level that the 
differences appear to exist. 
Yet, it is perception of the differing impact that the 
two degrees will have on subsequent careers which seems to 
have the greatest bearing on degree choice in higher 
education. Dill and Morrison (1985) address this point by 
noting, 
Student sensitivity to the status distinctions between 
the two degrees is most noticeable because the 
majority of doctoral recipients in this field will 
work in academic contexts where such status 
distinctions are acute. For this reason, applicants 
in the field of higher education invariably prefer a 
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doctorate, and most specfically a PhD, as a credential 
necessary for their successful placement in an -
institution of higher education. This has created a 
situation in which the PhD is awarded not to indicate 
what the student has accomplished but where the 
student needs to be placed (p. 170). 
A shift in preference of the type of doctorate to be 
pursued in higher education programs is documented in the 
literature. Carr's (1974) study noted a significant shift 
in degree preference between 1963 and 1972. In 1963, 73.5% 
of the higher education doctorates awarded to participants 
in his study were the Ed.D. By 1972, the balance had 
shifted so that 51.7% of the degrees were Ph.D.s. In 
Crosson and Nelson's (1986) study, 59.2% of the higher 
education doctoral candidates were seeking the Ph.D. 
If the substantive differences between the degrees are 
minimal (Dill & Morrison, 1985; Dressel & Mayhew, 1974; 
Schneider et al., 1984) and yet there is a dramatic shift in 
preference, as research suggests, then the reasons must be 
perceptual. Dill and Morrison strongly support this 
position by noting that "the aspirations of the students and 
expectations of their potential employers have made the 
symbolic distinctions between the degrees most important" 
(p. 170). 
Evidently, higher education doctoral students perceive 
the Ph.D. to be of more value to their subsequent careers 
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than the Ed.D. Although the shift in degree preference has 
been documented, no studies have examined the differing 
impact of the two degrees on the careers of those that hold 
them. 
Program Prestige. Recent research on academic careers 
(i.e., faculty) conducted from sociological and economic 
perspectives suggests some implications for careers in 
higher education as a field of study. Researchers (e.g., 
Long, Allison, & McGinnis, 1979; McGinnis & Long, 1988; 
Youn, 1988a, 1988b; Youn & Zelterman, 1988) suggest that 
prestige of the program from which the doctorate was 
received has a significant impact on the quality of the 
first postdoctoral position. McGinnis and Long emphasize 
the importance of this finding by stating that the success 
of an academic career hinges on the success of the 
individual in securing an initial tenure-track position. It 
has not been determined whether these findings are 
generalizable to higher education doctoral programs, yet the 
findings bear consideration since they seem to contradict 
the comments of some higher education researchers (e.g., 
Malaney, 1987b; McCarthy et al., 1979; Stark et al., 1985). 
Given the possibility that program prestige may have 
an impact on career patterns of doctoral recipients, it 
would be useful to know which programs are considered to be 
the best. Within higher education as a field of study, 
there has been some interest in identifying the top 
programs. 
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Four studies have been conducted which yielded a top 
ten in higher education doctoral programs. Higgins (1968), 
using an opinion survey of faculty members teaching in 
higher education during 1966, identified the top ten higher 
education doctoral programs. Johnson (1978) developed a top 
ten ranking by surveying faculty members teaching in higher 
education programs during 1977. Keim (1983) surveyed 
faculty members teaching in higher education programs during 
1979 to identify the ten exemplary programs in higher 
education for that year, although they were not ranked one 
through ten. Newell and Kuh (1989) identified the top ten 
programs according to data collected in 1986 from faculty 
members affiliated with graduate programs in higher 
education and educational administration who identified the 
study of higher education as their primary scholarly 
interst. 
All four of the studies identifying the prestigious 
higher education doctoral programs (Higgins, 1968; Johnson, 
1978; Keim, 1983; Newell & Kuh, 1989) were reputational 
studies; the rankings were established based on the opinions 
of individuals. Webster (1986) notes that "reputational 
rankings have been by far the best known, methodologically 
the most sophisticated, and the most influential" form of 
quality ranking of graduate programs (p. 38). Bradburn 
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(1988) agrees with Webster yet he joins others (e.g., Clark 
et al., 1976; Fairweather, 1988; Johnson, 1978; Newell & 
Kuh, 1989; Schmotter, 1989; Schneider et al., 1984) in 
raising questions about the validity of reputational 
measures of quality or prestige. These concerns must be 
kept in mind when attempting to apply the findings of 
researchers regarding program prestige and the career 
advancement of graduates (e.g., McGinnis & Long, 1988; Youn, 
1988b) to the reputational rankings of quality higher 
education doctoral programs. 
To date, only Higgins' (1968) listing of prestigious 
higher education doctoral programs has been considered in a 
career patterns study (Carr, 1974). However, Carr made no 
comparison between the career patterns of graduates of 
prestigious and other higher education doctoral programs. 
Such comparisons will need to be made in order to determine 
the impact that program prestige has on the careers of 
higher education doctoral recipients. 
Market saturation. As far back as 1972, both Mayhew 
and Alciatore, in separate statements, observed that there 
was "the danger of overproducing graduates of higher 
education programs" (Alciatore, 1972, p. 43). As recently 
as 1987, Gallagher and Hossler echoed a similar concern by 
asking, "Is the market for higher education programs 
saturated" (p. 371)? It is interesting that this type of 
concern persists (e.g., Cooper, 1986; Crosson & Nelson, 
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l986; Dill & Morrison, 1985; Gallagher & Hossler, 1987) in 
spite of recent research findings (Blum, 1990b; Bowen & 
Schuster, 1986; "Short Faculties," 1990; Tuckman & Belisle, 
1987) which show that the job market for doctoral 
recipients, generally, is not as bad as had been predicted 
(Astin, 1973). 
Bowen and Schuster (1986) point to a new trend which 
may address the disparity between perception and reality 
regarding the job market for doctoral recipients in general. 
The growth in employment of Ph.D.s in business, 
government, hospitals, private consulting, and other 
occupations outpaced the growth in their employment by 
colleges and universities. By 1985 an estimated 
319,000 Ph.D.s or 43 percent of all those holding the 
degree, were working outside academe. This major 
development had the fortunate effect of preventing 
serious unemployment among Ph.D.s. In fact, the rates 
of unemployment have been surprisingly low considering 
that a substantial increase in the number of Ph.O.s 
occurred precisely when the rate of Ph.D. appointments 
in higher education declined sharply (pp. 176-177). 
Tuckman and Belisle (1987) add that doctoral recipients are 
not being forced to take unwanted jobs or to accept 
underemployment. 
So at a time when "new doctorates' employment 
prospects are not as dire as mythology would lead us to 
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believe" (Tuckman & Belisle, 1987, p. 32), why do such 
concerns within higher education as a field of study· 
persist? In 1976, Cartter suggested an answer to this 
question which is supported by the recent findings of Bowen 
and Schuster (1986) and Tuckman and Belisle. Cartter noted 
that the employment crunch will be most keenly felt by those 
who receive doctorates in disciplines or fields of study 
which have few attractive non-academic sources of 
employment. 
Although faculty jobs have long been the traditional 
domain of doctoral recipients (Hartnett & Willingham, 1980; 
National Research Council, 1978), it appears that they are 
beginning to find other suitable markets for their skills 
outside of academe (Cyert, 1980; Fairweather, 1989; 
Rosenfeld & Jones, 1988). However, with the stated purpose 
of higher education graduate programs being to prepare 
students for positions in higher education administration 
(Chaffee, 1990; Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Glazer, 1987; 
Johnson, 1978), research, or teaching positions in higher 
education graduate programs (Johnson, 1978), it is not 
surprising that suitable opportunities outside of higher 
education may not be as evident for graduates of doctoral 
programs in higher education. 
With limited non-academic opportunities for graduates 
of doctoral programs in higher education, the satisfactory 
employment of these individuals is primarily within 
58 
academe. U. s. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission data 
shows that, between 1975 and 1985, the number of positions 
at colleges and universities in this country which might be 
attractive to higher education doctoral recipients has 
increased. over that time span the number of executive, 
administrative, and managerial positions in higher education 
has increased by 17.9% and the number of academic support 
positions has increased by 61.1% (Grassmuck, 1990). This 
information should be encouraging to those considering a 
career in higher education despite the ground swell of 
concern about declining employment opportunities within 
higher education. 
Yet, concerns continue to emerge from the literature, 
much of which was written during the time span in which 
Grassmuck (1990) reports growth in the number of positions 
within higher education. Some (Budig et al., 1984; Cartter, 
1976; Cooper, 1986; Dill & Morrison, 1985; National Research 
Council, 1978) claim that the number of available positions 
within higher education appears to be decreasing. Peterson 
(1984) notes that colleges and universities finding 
themselves in a state of decline are not creating positions 
as they once did and others (Moore, 1984; Moore et al., 
1985; Moore & sagaria, 1982; Socolow, 1978) observe that 
there is a tendency to fill vacancies from within the 
institution. "Certainly formal training as an administrator 
has not been a criterion for most [major administrative 
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posts]" (Moore, 1984, p. 5). In fact, Johnson (1978), Stark 
et al. (1985), and Schneider et al. (1987) note that many of 
the students enrolled in higher education graduate programs 
are already employed at an institution of higher learning 
and pursuing the advanced degree while retaining the 
position. 
It is possible that, even though there may be more 
positions within higher education (Grassmuck, 1990), there 
are not more positions available. With individuals 
retaining their positions (e.g., Johnson, 1978; Schneider et 
al., 1987), with promotion occuring from within (e.g., Moore 
et al., 1985; socolow, 1978), and with the importance of 
formal training for such positions remaining unclear (e.g., 
Fife, 1987; McDade, 1987) it is conceivable that the overall 
effect is that there are no additional positions available 
to higher education doctoral recipients. 
Schuster and Bowen's (1985) observation that higher 
education, in general, is beginning to have difficulty 
attracting young people into academe is in no way eased by 
the uncertain career environment faced by higher education 
doctoral recipients. Is it any wonder that "a growing 
number of enrolled students and prospective candidates are 
reassessing their professional options" (Budig et al., 
1984)? Is it surprising that some claim that the "surplus 
of individuals with earned doctorates ..• has now become 
obvious" (Dill & Morrison, 1985, p. 175). Those who express 
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concern about the possibility of saturation of the 
marketplace for higher education doctoral recipients (e.g., 
Alciatore, 1972; Cooper, 1986; Crosson & Nelson, 1986; 
Dressel & Mayhew, 1974; Gallagher & Hossler, 1987; Mayhew, 
1972;) certainly identify a relevant issue. 
An important consideration in the discussion of market 
saturation is the number of individuals who would be 
competing for available positions. It has already been 
noted that graduates of higher education doctoral programs 
must compete for the positions in higher education with 
others who have no formal training in that area (e.g., Fife, 
1987; Moore, 1984). A decline in available positions has 
been observed (e.g., Cooper, 1986; Dill & Morrison, 1985). 
So, how many of those competing for fewer positions in 
higher education have doctorates in higher education? 
The answer to this question remains open to 
speculation since the rate of production and the total 
production of higher education doctorates have not enjoyed 
much research attention. In 1974, Dressel and Mayhew 
reported the results of systematic data collection on 
enrollment in higher education doctoral programs; Crosson 
and Nelson presented an estimate in 1986, for the years 1978 
to 1982; and Gallagher and Hossler, in 1987, reported the 
results of a survey of program directors which sought to 
identify the number of graduates of higher education 
doctoral programs between 1974 and 1983. These are the only 
studies which attend specifically to enrollment and 
graduation patterns within higher education graduate 
programs. 
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Based on Dressel and Mayhew's (1974) work and 
additional calculations, Crosson and Nelson's (1986) "rough 
'guesstimate' •.. suggests that between 9,000 and 9,600 higher 
education doctorates have been awarded" prior to 1986 (p. 
351). Gallagher and Hossler (1987) were unable to add any 
information regarding the total number of graduates, because 
of usable responses being returned by only 47 of 90 
programs. However, they found "surprising stability in 
total enrollments during the ... 13 years [examined]" (p. 
370) . 
The National Research Council's (NRC) Doctorate 
Records Project can also provide some useful information 
regarding the number of higher education doctoral 
recipients. Information from the Doctorate Records File is 
reported annually with a number of different analyses, one 
of which is the number of graduates within specific "fine 
fields" including higher education. 
Adding together data reported in a number of the NRC 
annual reports (National Research Council, 1978, 1986, 1987, 
1989) yields 10,240 doctoral recipients who claim to have 
earned their degrees in higher education between 1920 and 
1987. The NRC data highlight the relative youth of the 
doctorate in higher education by noting that only 55 higher 
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education doctorates were awarded between 1920 and 1969. 
since 1973, there has been at least 500 higher education 
doctorates granted each year with the high being 715 in 1977 
and the low being 562 in 1973. In 1987, 568 higher 
education doctorates were granted. From 1977 until 1987, 
there has been a general, although not annual, decline in 
the number of higher education doctorates earned each year; 
the 1987 figure is not an anomaly. 
Caution should be used when interpreting the NRC data, 
since it is self-reported by the doctoral recipients. The 
form used to report to the NRC asks the graduate to select 
"the most appropriate classification number and field" 
(National Research Council, 1989, p. 74) without defining 
the classifications or fields. This could be a source of 
considerable error since "there are still a number of 
different titles and configurations used for the 
organization of units concerned with higher education" 
(Crosson & Nelson, 1986, p. 336). 
Given the considerable attention that "market 
saturation" (e.g., Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Dressel & Mayhew, 
1974; Gallagher & Hossler, 1987) and "declining enrollments" 
(e.g. Cooper, 1986; Grace & Fife, 1986) are receiving in the 
literature about higher education doctoral programs, it is 
surprising that more research has not been conducted in this 
area. It seems that one way to address these concerns would 
be to track the number of graduates of higher education 
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doctoral programs over a period of time. A logical way to 
determine the number of graduates of higher education· 
programs would be to identify existing higher education 
programs and collect information from them about their 
graduates. 
Two things mitigate against such a common sense 
practice. First, very little research has been done to 
identify existing programs. Ewing and Strickler (1964) and 
Rogers (1969) conducted early studies in this area and 
Dressel and Mayhew produced their seminal work, Higher 
Education As A Field of Study, in 1974. since that time, 
researchers (e.g., Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Dill & Morrison, 
1985; Gallagher & Hossler, 1987; Glazer, 1987; Grace & Fife, 
1986; Keim, 1983; Nelson, 1987; Viehland & Plucker, 1988) 
have tended to use the sixth edition of the Directory of 
ASHE Membership and Higher Education Program Faculty. and 
its predecessors, as the official source in this area. Use 
of the ASHE directory as the definitive accounting of higher 
education programs is risky considering that researchers 
(Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Dill & Morrison, 1985; Johnson, 
1978) have found it to have errors. So, at this time it 
would seem problematic to assume that the higher education 
doctoral programs existing at any one time have been 
accurately identified. 
Second, the recordkeeping methods of some of the 
programs seem to prevent them from answering such 
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straightforward questions as, "How many students have 
graduated with a doctorate from your program?" For example, 
Gallagher and Hossler (1987), in explaining their response 
rate, noted that, "some institutions could not provide 
complete data for the decade. Some lacked complete records" 
(p. 370) • 
Without good recordkeeping among programs or by 
individual programs, it is difficult to generate simple 
statistics, such as the number of graduates of higher 
education doctoral programs. Yet, such information would be 
useful to the examination of "market saturation" claims 
(e.g., Alciatore, 1972; Cooper, 1986; Crosson & Nelson, 
1986; Dressel & Mayhew, 1974; Gallagher & Hossler, 1987; 
Mayhew, 1972) relative to higher education doctoral 
programs. 
Market saturation, if it were documented to exist, 
certainly would affect the career patterns of higher 
education doctoral recipients. A plausible rationale 
supporting the saturation perspective can be presented, but 
documentation is lacking. 
Program Type. Expanding upon the work of Mayhew 
(1972) and Kellams (1973), Dressel and Mayhew (1974) 
developed a model of higher education doctoral programs 
consisting of three categories and suggested that the career 
patterns of the graduates of these programs would vary 
according to program type. Given their claim regarding the 
impact of program type on career patterns and since their 
model has become the preferred one within the field of. 
higher education, a brief description of the model is 
included. 
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Type 1 programs in the Dressel and Mayhew (1974) 
typology would emphasize research and scholarly activity. 
such programs would have between five and 10 full-time 
faculty members. Since the focus of these staff members 
would be on research, the teaching component of these 
programs would be somewhat limited, with doctoral work being 
available to "selected persons capable of significant 
interdisciplinary study of higher education" (p. 149). 
Graduates of these programs would be expected to become 
researchers or higher education faculty members. Although 
these programs are research-oriented, some graduates could 
enter upper level administrative posts at colleges and 
universities nationwide and internationally. Dressel and 
Mayhew suggested that there should only be four to six of 
these programs in the country. 
Type 2 programs would consist of fewer full-time 
faculty members (between two and five) and would draw 
heavily on the expertise of part-time faculty members and 
administrators who would teach practically-oriented courses 
in their specialty areas. These programs would draw 
students from a more limited geographical area than Type 1 
programs with many of the students being enrolled on a 
66 
part-time basis while continuing to work at nearby 
institutions. Therefore, the programs may be smaller.than 
Type 1 programs organizationally, yet they would probably 
serve more students. Although these programs would include 
research components, their primary focus would be to develop 
competencies which would be useful to administrators in a 
college or university setting. 
In Type 3 programs, higher education might appear as a 
minor or concentration for students seeking a graduate 
degree in other disciplines. Such programs may lack 
identification as a separate department or faculty and 
certainly would have a less formal structure. Graduates of 
these programs would be less closely associated with the 
field of higher education, but could have more options open 
to them within academia {e.g. research, teaching, or 
administration). Their doctoral program could grow from a 
recognized discipline yet incorporate sufficient breadth to 
permit the graduates to adapt to and be recruited for 
various roles within higher education. 
Although Dressel and Mayhew {1974) proposed this model 
of higher education programs, they made no attempt to 
categorize the programs in their study. However, they did 
echo Kellams' {1973) opinion that each program "should 
identify the client system which its graduates are likely to 
serve and it should build its curriculum accordingly" 
{p.37). This statement suggests that the programs should be 
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sufficiently distinct, in terms of clientele served, so as 
to facilitate categorization according to the Dressel-and 
Mayhew model. 
Researchers have commented on the Dressel and Mayhew 
(1974) typology, identifying it as competent theoretically 
yet resistant to application. Only three studies (Basil, 
1980; Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Gallagher & Hossler, 1986) 
have attempted to implement the Dressel and Mayhew (1974) 
typology as part of the methodology in a research project. 
Basil's (1980) study was designed to "test the 
reality" of Dressel and Mayhew's (1974) typology (p.6), and 
in particular the Type 1 and Type 2 categories. She 
incorporated aspects of the typology throughout her research 
design, yet the manner in which the typology was interpreted 
for the project may have had a marked impact on the outcomes 
of her research. 
Basil (1980) developed a brief questionnaire which was 
submitted to representatives of 28 higher education doctoral 
programs. She used the results of this survey to select 
four "programs that distinctly reflected the characteristics 
of the program types identified by Dressel and Mayhew ... " 
(p. 27). Her selection process is somewhat problematic when 
the survey instrument is considered. 
The questionnaire is one page long and its items 
address very few of the components of Dressel and Mayhew's 
(1974) typology: number of graduates, focus of the program 
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(i.e. prepares higher education practitioners or higher 
education faculty), and types of institutions in which 
program graduates are generally employed. One question 
asked about the type of doctorate offered (i.e. Ph.D. or 
Ed.D). The balance of the ten-question survey collected 
descriptive information about the program, the institution, 
and the person completing the instrument. The number of 
faculty in each program, the recruiting area for the 
program, the full-time/part-time ratio for students, and the 
functions of the programs are some of the characteristics 
which are not addressed in Basil's (1980) survey. 
Using the data collected with the instrument just 
described, Basil (1980) selected one program as being "Type 
1" partly because it "maintains a national reputation of 
excellence in the field of Higher Education and attempts to 
recruit students nationally as well as locally" (p. 28). 
This characteristic was not addressed by the questionnaire. 
Basil chose another of the four programs as a Type 1 program 
because "it is one of the largest producers of doctorates in 
Higher Education in the nation ..• and [it has) a focus on 
preparing practitioners for the field of higher education" 
(p. 28). This reasoning appears to contradict Dressel and 
Mayhew's (1974) expectation that a Type 1 program would only 
offer "some doctoral work for selected persons capable of 
significant interdisciplinary study of higher education" (p. 
149) and primarily produce "researchers and scholars of 
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higher education" (p. 153). The other two programs included 
in the study were identified as Type 2 programs partly 
because they have few graduates annually. Yet Dressel and 
Mayhew suggest that a Type 2 program "might handle more 
students" than a Type 1 program (p. 151). 
If Basil (1980) employed other methods for selecting 
the four programs, they were not outlined for the reader. 
If she did not, then her decision rules appear to be 
faulty. Therefore, her attempt to validate the Dressel and 
Mayhew typology would appear to be hampered by the manner in 
which she initially identified the sample. 
Basil's (1980) findings "suggest that most doctoral 
programs in Higher Education may follow a generally 
recognized pattern of preparation augmented by 
characteristics that reflect the particular nature of a 
program, a parent college or school, or university" (p. 
127). However, Basil concluded that "the program 
characteristics identified by Dressel and Mayhew do not 
appear to be valid based on the four programs examined in 
this study" (p. 125). These findings are not surprising 
given her methodology. Her findings should not be perceived 
to confirm or dispell the existence of the Dressel and 
Mayhew typology, but this project can serve as further 
evidence of the difficulty in employing this model in 
research projects. 
70 
Gallagher and Hossler (1986) also attempted to divide 
higher education programs into the three types suggested by 
Dressel and Mayhew (1974). They decided that Type 1 
programs were those identified by Johnson (1978) and Keim 
(1983) because they were the programs which maintained a 
"national perspective and reputation". Type 2 programs for 
this study were identified as those "that had separate 
departments or specific degrees in higher education" and 
Type 3 programs were identified as those which reported 
"less formal structure to the study of higher education, 
including higher education as one specialty area of the 
department of educational administration" (p. 8). These 
decision rules reflected a rather narrow interpretation of 
the Dressel and Mayhew model, excluding a number of 
characteristics which could have caused programs to shift 
from one of the Gallagher and Hossler groups to another. 
The fact that this attempt at program categorization was 
excluded in a later version of this report (Gallagher & 
Hossler, 1987) suggests that the the authors may have 
realized that this attempt was not an answer to the Dressel 
and Mayhew categorization puzzle but rather further evidence 
of the difficulty inherent in converting this normative 
model to a functional or descriptive one. 
Crosson and Nelson (1986) attempted to replicate and 
update aspects of Dressel and Mayhew's (1974) earlier work. 
Crosson and Nelson intended to categorize the higher 
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education programs in their study according to the Dressel 
and Mayhew typology, but were unsuccessful. They stated 
that doing so was impossible because "[m]ost program 
directors do not describe their programs as either national 
or local; as oriented towards 'researchers' or 
'practitioners,' they describe their programs as 
combinations of these things" (p. 338). 
Researchers have had difficulty translating Dressel 
and Mayhew's (1974) theoretical typology into practice. 
Crosson and Nelson (1986) "suggest that there should be 
further research on higher education programs and that such 
research should attempt to examine qualitative factors" (p. 
355). They conclude that this may be the only way to 
successfully apply the typology in practice. Johnson (1978) 
further cautions that the research design of a study should 
allow for the validation of the Dressel and Mayhew typology 
but that it should not assume that it exists. 
It is plausible that graduates from the different 
types of higher education doctoral programs will follow 
different career paths. However, until the doctoral 
programs can be acceptably categorized within a typology, 
further discussion of career paths relative to program type 
seems fruitless. 
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STUDIES ABOUT CAREER PATTERNS OF HIGHER EDUCATION DOCTORAL 
RECIPIENTS 
Although scouring the literature may yield bits and 
pieces of information which will be useful in the 
examination of a particular subject or research area, it is 
only through direct study that reliable conclusions can be 
drawn. Yet in the area of higher education as a field of 
study, such research on career patterns of doctoral 
recipients is virtually nonexistent. Two doctoral program 
self-studies (Fincher, 1983; Witt et al., 1987) lend some 
insight into the career patterns of their graduates. 
Dressel and Mayhew (1974) briefly discuss the career 
patterns of higher education doctoral recipients in their 
book on higher education as a field of study. However, only 
Carr's (1974) study provides extensive and focused 
consideration of the career paths of higher education 
doctoral recipients. 
Dressel and Mayhew (1974) devoted only a page and a 
half of their book to the careers of graduates of doctoral 
programs in higher education. Although they estimated that 
there were between 3500 and 3600 graduates of these 
programs, they had data on the employment status of only 
1057 graduates from 17 institutions. This data base was 
generated, not on a random sample, but on those individuals 
for whom the programs had information and subsequently 
reported to the authors; this information was, of course, 
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subject to the idiosyncracies of each institution's data 
collection methods. The profile that was generated combined 
information on current and initial positions together, 
thereby limiting the meaningfulness of the analysis. 
Despite these limitations, the analysis provides a 1973 
snapshot of the employment status of doctoral graduates of 
programs in higher education. 
Dressel and Mayhew (1974) found that, as of 1973, most 
of the graduates of doctoral programs in higher education 
(89%) were employed in postsecondary institutions. About 
12% were employed in two-year postsecondary institutions and 
about 1.5% were employed in public schools. Sixty-four 
percent of those working in higher education were employed 
as administrators; 30% were in college teaching, counseling, 
or equivalent positions; about four percent were working as 
professors of higher education (p. 69). This profile, 
although of limited value, can be useful as a point of 
comparison for other studies of career patterns within this 
field of study. 
Fincher's (1983) examination of the higher education 
doctoral program at the University of Georgia provides a 
descriptive picture of the subsequent careers of its 
graduates. Most (81%) were employed at a postsecondary 
institution with 21% working at a community college. 
Seventy-four percent of the Georgia graduates indicated that 
they were administrators with over 16% indicating that their 
74 
primary responsibilities were in the areas of teaching 
and/or research. Most (98%) felt that the University of 
Georgia program had prepared them at least fairly well for 
their primary postdoctoral responsibilities. 
In 1987, Witt et al. did a descriptive study of the 
graduates of the Higher Education Administration program of 
the University of Florida. This study yielded a similar 
profile to the one generated by the Dressel and Mayhew 
(1974) and Fincher (1983) projects. Over 82% of the 
University of Florida graduates were employed at a 
postsecondary institution with more than 43% working in a 
community college. More than 65% were higher education 
administrators at the time of the survey with almost 17% 
indicating that they were faculty members. "Most graduates 
felt that they could not have been appointed to their 
present position without their doctoral degree" (p. iii). 
These three studies (Dressel & Mayhew, 1974; Fincher, 
1983; Witt et al., 1987) provide glimpses of the career 
status of different groups of higher education doctoral 
recipients at different moments in time. The differences in 
time frame, methodology, and sampling among the three 
projects are so great that generalizations are risky. About 
the only conclusions that can be safely drawn from the three 
studies are that most higher education doctoral recipients 
tend to be employed in higher education and are most likely 
to be employed as administrators. 
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As has already been noted, Carr (1974) conducted the 
only study that focused specifically on the employment and 
educational characteristics of graduates of doctoral 
programs in higher education. His study examined the career 
patterns of graduates, between 1963 and 1972 (at three-year 
intervals), of nine of the ten top doctoral programs in 
higher education as identified by Higgins in 1968 (Carr 
eliminated the University of Chicago from the study because 
of the small number of graduates from its program). 
Although the stated purpose of this study was to look for 
"significant differences among the 1963, 1966, 1969, and 
1972 doctoral graduates" (p. 1) in a variety of different 
areas, it also provided an opportunity to consider trends, 
such as shifts in the gender or ethnic blend of cohort 
groups, which may emerge during analysis of the data. 
The results of Carr's (1974) study revealed some 
significant differences in certain characteristics among the 
graduates of the various years, but few trends emerged and 
little insight into the meaning of the differences was 
offered, which leads the reader to presume that the 
differences were merely anomalies. 
Carr's (1974) research showed that over 82% of his 
sample was employed at a postsecondary institution with 
slightly over 25% being employed at a community college. 
Almost 64% of the entire sample was employed as 
administrators, with just under 19% being employed as 
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faculty members. over 84% of the respondents indicated that 
the higher education doctoral program was relevant to their 
subsequent professional duties. These statistics are 
similar to the findings of the other three studies (Dressel 
& Mayhew, 1974; Fincher, 1983; Witt et al., 1987) but can 
only serve as a point of reference given methodological 
differences. 
The statistically significant findings of Carr's 
(1974) study include the following: 
1. There was a shift over time towards more graduates 
receiving the Ph.D. than the Ed.D degree. 
2. There was a statistically significant relationship 
between the major fields of study at the master's level and 
the subfields of study at the doctoral level. Those with a 
master's in education were likely to select student 
personnel as their doctoral subfield, whereas those with the 
master's degree in fields other than education were likely 
to select academic administration as their doctoral 
subfield. A relationship appeared to exist between master's 
degrees in science or mathematics and subfield specialties 
in institutional research, while there appeared to be a 
relationship between the master's in social sciences and the 
subfield of community college administration. 
3. There was a statistically significant relationship 
between the subfield of study and both the last predoctoral 
and first postdoctoral positions. Those involved in 
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teaching in the last predoctoral position were likely to 
select curriculum and instruction as their subfield of 
study, and they were likely to return to the classroom upon 
graduation from the doctoral program. The subfield of 
student personnel was found to be related to the 
individual's last predoctoral and first postdoctoral 
position. 
Carr's (1974) research either did not have the benefit 
of the perspective offered by Mayhew (1972), Kellams (1973), 
and Dressel and Mayhew (1974) or did not take advantage of 
it. By referring to the models of program types proposed by 
these researchers, it would be possible to argue that the 
results of Carr's study might be skewed by being 
overrepresented by graduates of national, research-based 
programs. If higher education programs do fall into 
categories, Carr's analysis might not be representative of 
the career patterns of graduates of all higher education 
programs. 
Carr's (1974) study stands as the only one focusing on 
the career patterns of higher education doctoral recipients. 
However, the age of that study and the growing concern for 
"market saturation" (e.g., Cooper, 1986; Dressel & Mayhew, 
1974; Gallagher & Hossler, 1987) and "declining enrollment" 
(e.g., Cooper, 1986; Grace & Fife, 1986) call for new 
studies on the careers of higher education doctoral 
recipients. 
78 
SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW 
This chapter has reviewed the literature relevant to 
the current research project. The context for the project 
was set by considering the role that examination of career 
patterns can play in terms of outcomes studies within 
program evaluation. Attention was given to the examination 
of career patterns of graduates as one means of enlightening 
prospective students to the potential value of a particular 
degree. Research on careers in graduate education and 
higher education as a field of study was identified. The 
literature was synthesized to reveal information which would 
inform and guide subsequent studies of career patterns of 
graduates of doctoral programs in higher education. 
Little research has been conducted specifically on the 
topic of career patterns of higher education doctoral 
recipients. Although all of the literature reviewed here 
provides important background considerations, only Carr's 
(1974) study resembles the current study. The current study 
is a partial replication of Carr's study and an extension of 
it. 
Chapter III will outline the research design of the 
current study. 
CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH METHOD 
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The purpose of this research project is to collect and 
analyze representative data on the career patterns of higher 
education doctoral recipients. Results of this study will 
contribute to the discussion of satisfaction of higher 
education doctoral recipients with the impact of the degree 
on subsequent professional opportunities. 
Chapter III will discuss the research design which was 
employed to collect and analyze the data. The chapter is 
divided into five sections. First, a discussion of the 
methods employed to identify the population will be 
presented. Second, the sampling rules for this study will 
be presented. Third, the instrument used to collect data 
from the sample, and the techniques employed to develop the 
instrument, will be discussed. Fourth, the data collection 
procedures will be considered and, finally, methods of 
analyzing the data will be explained. 
POPULATION 
The procedure employed to identify the subjects of 
this study involved three steps. To identify the population 
from which the sample would be drawn, the universe of 
American higher educational doctoral programs first had to 
be identified. Next the directors of these programs had to 
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be contacted for the names and addresses of program 
graduates. Finally, once the names and addresses of higher 
education doctoral recipients had been received, the sample 
could be selected. Each of these steps is outlined below. 
several sources of listings of higher education 
programs were used to identify the population for this 
study. The sixth edition of the Directory of ASHE 
Membership and Higher Education Program Faculty (1987), 
which includes a listing of 93 higher education programs and 
centers in the United States, was the primary source for 
identifying existing programs. Mailing labels provided by 
the Association for the Study of Higher Education (ASHE) 
yielded three additional listings not included in the 
directory. Since the information available from ASHE 
included some institutions which were listed twice, the 
researcher assumed that each listing was a separate program 
until documentation to the contrary could be provided. 
A cross check with the listings in the Higher 
Education section of the 1987 edition of Peterson's Annual 
Guide to Graduate Study: Graduate Programs in the Humanities 
and Social Sciences yielded nine additional institutions 
listing a doctoral program in higher education. A cross 
check with the American College Personnel Association (ACPA) 
Directory of Graduate Preparation Programs in College 
Student Personnel (Keirn & Graham, 1987) identified five more 
institutions offering coursework specifically in higher 
education. One other program was identified through an 
article in the March 1988 issue of the NASPA Forum. 
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The National Research Council (NRC) was commissioned 
to run a special analysis of the last five years (1982-86) 
of its Doctorate Records File database to elicit a listing 
of institutions from which individuals claiming a doctorate 
in higher education had graduated. This source identified 
53 additional institutions which may have higher education 
doctoral programs. 
The next task was to determine which of the 164 
programs in fact were higher education doctoral programs. 
once the list of potential higher education doctoral 
programs was established, the contact person for each of 
these programs (hereafter called "program director") was 
sent a five-page researcher-designed survey, entitled 
"Survey of Programs in Higher Education" (see Appendix A). 
The primary purpose of the instrument was to confirm the 
existence of a doctoral program in higher education at that 
institution. The instrument was also designed to facilitate 
the examination of proposed higher education doctoral 
program typologies (Dressel & Mayhew, 1974; Kellams, 1973). 
The survey, divided into five sections, collected 
information about the structure of the program, its faculty, 
students in the program, its alumni, and the person 
answering the survey. 
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One other critical element of the instrument sent to 
program directors was a request for them to assist this 
study by providing a mailing list of graduates from their 
higher education doctoral program. Program directors were 
only asked in the survey to indicate their willingness to 
provide the list. A subsequent follow-up would then request 
the list. 
In January of 1988, the 110 program directors 
identified in the ASHE sources (1987), the ACPA Directory 
(Keirn & Graham, 1987), and the Peterson's Guide {1987) were 
mailed the survey, a postage-paid return envelope, and a 
cover letter soliciting their assistance (Appendix B). 
(Information from the NRC and the NASPA Forum was not 
available until after this process had been completed. 
Therefore, contact of the program directors and 
identification of the programs became a two-stage process.) 
One week later the program directors were sent a post card 
reminder (Appendix C). Two weeks after that, all who had 
not responded were sent a second copy of the survey along 
with a postage-paid return envelope and a cover letter which 
again requested their participation and indicated that those 
who did not respond would be contacted by telephone to 
collect the information (Appendix D). 
All who had not responded to the earlier mailings 
within a month of the first mailing were contacted by 
telephone. During this process, many inacurracies of the 
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directories were identified as one reason why the response 
rate to the mailings was not higher. Many of the persons 
listed as contacts were not. Also, some had not been at the 
institution for quite a while. Others were on sabbatical. 
Additionally, at some institutions new program directors had 
been selected since the various directories were printed. A 
few addresses were incorrect. 
In mid-March, after all 110 program directors in the 
original mailing had been contacted, the data from the NRC 
arrived. Since the data in the Doctorate Records File are 
based on information provided by doctoral graduates, 
telephone screening was conducted during the next month to 
determine which of the 53 institutions actually had a higher 
education doctoral program. Institutional contacts and 
their telephone numbers were identified through Peterson's 
Annual Guide to Graduate & Professional study: An overview 
1987. Attempts were made to speak with the appropriate dean 
or program chair. When the initial contact was not the 
appropriate one, then the name and number of the correct 
person were secured. In some cases, after repeated attempts 
to speak with the appropriate person, it became impractical 
to continue and in those cases the word of a secretary or 
administrative assistant was accepted. The telephone 
screening process narrowed the list of 53 institutions to 17 
which have a higher education doctoral program, according to 
the final telephone contact. The final telephone screening 
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contact at each of the 17 institutions also provided a name 
and mailing address of the person coordinating the higher 
education program. 
The additional 17 higher education doctoral programs 
identified from the NRC printout were sent the survey, 
postage-paid return envelope, and cover letter. The program 
identified in the NASPA Forum was also contacted at this 
time, bringing the total of surveys distributed to 128. The 
cover letter (Appendix E) indicated that information 
requested in the survey would be collected by telephone from 
anyone who had not responded within two weeks. Follow-up 
telephone calls to the second group of program directors 
began in late April and responses had been secured from all 
128 institutions by May 6, 1988. 
Contact, either through mail or telephone, yielded a 
list of 88 doctoral programs in higher education existing in 
1987 (see Appendix F for list of programs). Given the 
measures employed to identify existing programs, this 
comprehensive list of 88 higher education doctoral programs 
was considered reliable for the purposes of this study. 
Fifty-two of the 88 program directors indicated, on 
the survey, an initial willingness to provide a mailing list 
of graduates from their program. All 52 were requested (see 
Appendix G for copy of letter) to send the mailing list of 
program graduates for the calendar years 1972, 1977, 1982, 
and 1988. 
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Follow-up mailings and telephone calls were employed 
to clarify the intentions of these program directors. Some 
were unable to provide mailing lists due to inadequate 
record keeping or institutional policies prohibiting the 
release of such information. Others, although indicating 
their intention to provide such a list, simply were not able 
to generate it in time to permit its inclusion in this 
study. Two programs provided mailing lists which were 
unusable because the information was not, and could not be, 
presented according to calendar year and therefore was not 
compatible with the parameters of the study or the mailing 
lists provided by the other programs. 
Thirty-six programs (see Appendix H for list) provided 
usable mailing lists which gave this study access to a total 
of 1,053 recipients of doctorates in higher education. Of 
that group, 40 names did not include usable addresses. The 
remaining 1,013 names and addresses were distributed among 
the four years of the study as follows: 114 from 1972, 355 
from 1977, 284 from 1982, and 260 from 1987. As a point of 
reference, the Doctorate Records File indicates that 336 
higher education doctorates were earned in 1972 (NRC, 1978), 
715 in 1977, 653 in 1982 (NRC, 1986), and 568 in 1987 (NRC, 
1988). The population for this study, therefore, represents 
33.9% of the higher education doctorates that the NRC 
reports were earned in 1972, 49.6% of those earned in 1977, 
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43.5% of those earned in 1982, 45.8% of those earned in 
1987, and 44.6% of those earned in all four years together. 
SAMPLE 
This study used a stratified random sample of the 
1972, 1977, 1982, and 1987 graduates of the 36 higher 
education doctoral programs which provided usable mailing 
lists. Since one of the goals of this study was to examine 
the career patterns of higher education doctoral recipients 
with attention to Dressel and Mayhew's (1974) model of 
program typology, it was important to select this study's 
sample in such a way as to preserve the representativeness 
of each institutional cohort. Best (1977) and Hays (1981) 
indicate that stratified sampling will accomplish this. 
Cochran (1963) notes that "stratification may produce a gain 
in precision in the estimates of characteristics of the 
whole population" (p. 88). Therefore, a systematic 
stratified random sample was taken according to the 
following selection rules: 
1. All of the 1972 graduates were included in the 
sample since there were fewer names available for 
this year than the other three years of the study. 
2. For the other three years, sample size for each 
,program was set according to the number of 
graduates from that program in a given year: 
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A. Any program which had up to, and including, 10 
graduates in a given year would have all 
graduates for that year included in the study; 
B. Any program which had between 11 and 20 
graduates in a given year would have 10 
randomly selected graduates from that year 
included in the study; 
c. Any program which had between 21 and 100 
graduates in a given year would have 50% of 
the graduates for that year randomly selected 
and included in the study; 
D. Any program which had 101 or more graduates in 
a given year would have 50 randomly selected 
graduates from that year included in the 
study. 
3. Names without addresses were included in the 
totals for the purpose of calculating sample size. 
4. Any name without an address which was selected in 
the random selection process was discarded and 
another name selected. 
After the sample selection process was completed, the 
sample size was set at 725 (31.9% of the 2272 graduates, 
reported by the NRC, for the four years combined), 
consisting of 114 1972 graduates (33.9% of NRC's reported 
total of 336), 190 graduates from 1977 (26.6% of 715), 218 
from 1982 (33.4% of 653), and 203 from 1987 (35.7%). 
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INSTRUMENT 
The instrument to be sent to the alumni in the survey 
sample (Appendix I) was designed and implemented according 
to the methodology suggested by Dillman (1978) in Mail and 
Telephone Surveys: The Total Design Method. Dillman's 
approach seemed to be the most responsive to cautions and 
insights generated in studies of various techniques in 
conducting mail surveys (e.g., Boser, 1990; Powers & 
Alderman, 1982; Shale, 1987; Smith & Bers, 1987). 
Items for the survey were selected with attention to 
Carr's (1974) study in order to facilitate comparison 
between the two studies. The organization of the two 
instruments and the wording of most questions were 
different. Only four of Carr's questions were quoted 
exactly as they appeared in his questionaire. These 
questions were identical in both survey instruments 
primarily because of the simplicity of the data requested 
(e.g., What was your age when your doctoral degree was 
conferred?), not because they were key questions. 
Essentially, Carr's questionnaire was used as a guide with 
questions in the current study's instrument designed to 
collect comparable information. 
Both surveys collected similar information about the 
respondents' current employment, first position after 
receiving the doctorate, and last position before beginning 
doctoral studies. Both also collected data that would lend 
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insights into career mobility. Information about the 
respondents' graduate educational history was also solicited 
by both surveys. Satisfaction with the higher education 
doctorate and relevance of the degree to subsequent career 
opportunities and responsibilities were also addressed by 
questions in both instruments. Both surveys collected 
information on age and gender. 
The two survey instruments differed in two ways. 
First, Carr's (1974) survey included questions which 
appeared peripheral to the focus of the current project and, 
therefore, questions of a similar nature were not included 
in the current survey. For example, Carr included questions 
about the respondent's baccalaureate educational history; 
salary history; publication history; professional 
memberships; and the usefulness of various competencies in 
the respondent's current position developed in the doctoral 
program. Although information in these areas would be 
interesting, it would not be relevant to the research 
questions in this study. 
Second, the current instrument collected some 
information which Carr's (1974) survey did not. Carr's 
study paid no attention to the ethnic background of the 
respondents; the career patterns of respondents who were 
employed outside of higher education; and enrollment and 
employment patterns of the respondents while they were in 
their doctoral program. These data were determined to be 
relevant to the current project. 
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After review by the researcher's dissertation 
committee, the instrument was pilot tested on a small group 
of higher education doctoral students as well as recent 
graduates who were not to be included in the main study. 
Final revisions were then made to the instrument based on 
feedback from the pilot testing. The instrument and project 
proposal were submitted to Loyola University's Institutional 
Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects (IRB) for 
consideration and approval. The IRB indicated that the 
study posed no risk to human subjects and that it could 
proceed without delay. 
DATA COLLECTION 
Data collection was initiated in Spring of 1988 (see 
Appendix J for copy of cover letter). Two of the 36 
institutions included in the study could not provide the 
names and addresses of their graduates due to institutional 
policy, but instead offered to send the survey packets, 
which consisted of a questionnaire, a postage-paid return 
envelope, and a cover letter (Appendix K), to their 
graduates included in this study. One of the program 
directors included in each packet a letter supporting the 
study and encouraging program graduates' participation. The 
surveys were sent to these two institutions so that they 
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could be mailed out to those involved in the study at the 
same time that packets were mailed to the rest of the. 
sample. 
A post card reminder (Appendix L) was sent two weeks 
after the initial mailing to members of the sample group 
from the 34 institutions which were contacted directly by 
the researcher (excluding international members of the 
sample). Members of the sample group who received the 
packets directly from their program directors (two 
institutions) and international participants (26 
individuals) only received one follow-up mailing. This 
modification in the follow-up procedures was employed due to 
the logistics required to accomplish the mailing to the 
graduates of the two programs and the greater time involved 
in mail delivery to international participants. 
One month after the initial mailing, all 
nonrespondents in the sample were sent a second survey 
packet and a new cover letter (Appendix M). Finally, one 
month after that, all members of the sample from the 34 
institutions who had addresses within the United States and 
who still had not responded to earlier contacts were sent a 
third survey packet, with yet another letter (Appendix N), 
by certified mail. In addition to conveying a sense of 
urgency or importance, using certified mail for the final 
follow-up had the additional benefit of clarifying the 
status of some nonrespondents who, in fact, could not be 
contacted due to inaccurate addresses. 
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Inaccurate mailing addresses had a significant impact 
on the response rate. During the course of the data 
collection process, 137 survey packets (18.9%) were returned 
as undeliverable or unclaimed. Each name was then checked 
against the names and addresses in The National Faculty 
Directory (1987) and The HEP 1987 Higher Education Directory 
(Torregrosa, 1987). New addresses were identified for 42 
individuals with names identical to that of someone on the 
list of individuals in the study whose packet was returned 
as undeliverable. 
These individuals were sent a survey packet which 
included an additional cover letter explaining the manner in 
which their address was identified, indicating the doctoral 
program from which they supposedly graduated, and soliciting 
their cooperation in one of two ways. If they were one of 
the individuals being sought, then they were asked to 
complete and return the survey. If they were not one of 
these individuals, then they were to return the survey with 
a note on it so indicating. Ten indicated that they were 
not one of the individuals in the sample and 27 returned 
completed surveys. The other five were assumed to be 
nonrespondents. 
Responses received on or before August 20, 1988 were 
included in the data base of this study. (Seven responses 
received after this date are not included in the study or 
the totals noted below.) A total of 551 of the 725 
individuals contacted in this study responded for a 76.0% 
return rate. Adjusting the sample size to compensate for 
the 100 undeliverable or unclaimed packets (13.8%), the 
response rate was 88.2% for those whose addresses were 
known. 
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The response rate for the sample segment contacted 
directly by the two program directors was 81.8% (90% when 
adjusted for undeliverable packets) from one program and 
71.1% (78.2%) from the other. Although the return rate for 
one of the programs is lower than the overall sample 
average, other programs had lower response rates. 
Therefore, the different method of contacting the 
participants from those two institutions can reasonably be 
discounted as a limitation of the methodology. 
The 551 responses included 86 from 1972 (75.4% of the 
114 in the initial mailing), 136 from 1977 (71.6% of the 190 
in the initial mailing), 146 from 1982 (67.0% of the 218 in 
the initial mailing), and 183 from 1987 (90.1% of the 203 in 
the initial mailing). The 100 undeliverable survey packets 
included 20 from 1972, 32 from 1977, 39 from 1982, and nine 
from 1987. Adjusting the sample size from each year by the 
number of undeliverable or unclaimed packets for each year 
yielded response rate of 91.5% for 1972 (86 responses from 
94 deliverable packets), 86.1% for 1977 (136 responses from 
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158 deliverable packets}, 81.5% for 1982 (146 out of 179}, 
and 94.3% for 1987 (183 out of 194). 
Twelve of the 551 responses (2.2%} were unusable for a 
variety of reasons. Several surveys were returned 
uncompleted by individuals who said their doctorate was in a 
field of study other than higher education. A few never 
earned a doctorate in any field. Others were deceased or 
seriously ill and the surveys were returned with only that 
information. One individual decided not to participate. 
The 539 usable responses included 84 from 1972 (89.4% of the 
deliverable packets}, 134 from 1977 (84.8%}, 140 from 1982 
(78.2%}, and 181 from 1987 (93.3%}. 
DATA ANALYSIS 
Results of the questionaire were coded for computer 
analysis by the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSSx, 1988} and the Statistical Analysis System (SAS, 
1988). Analysis included the tabulation of item responses, 
the crosstabulation of variables, the computation of 
descriptive statistics, and chi-square analysis. The data 
were analyzed in aggregate and according to graduation year, 
gender, and ethnic background. 
SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW 
This chapter has described the procedures employed in 
this study to identify its population, select the sample, 
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develop the survey instrument, and elicit survey responses. 
To develop the survey and ensure a high response rate,.the 
researcher relied heavily upon Dillman's (1978) approach. 
similarities and differences between the research design of 
this study and Carr's (1974) study were also identified. 
The response rate of the current study was then reported. 
Chapters IV and V will report and discuss the results 
of the current study. 
CHAPTER IV 
HIGHER EDUCATION DOCTORAL PROGRAMS 
As the current discussion turns from methodology to 
results, two matters must still be addressed which, from one 
perspective, might be considered aspects of methodology and, 
from another perspective, part of the results. The first 
matter, which is addressed in this chapter, involves the 
comparison of characteristics of the 36 higher education 
doctoral programs included in this study with those of the 
88 programs in the universe to determine how representative 
the sample is. Documenting the representativeness of the 
programs included in the study to the universe of existing 
programs will enhance consideration of the generalizability 
of the results of the career pattern study to all higher 
education doctoral recipients. Second, this chapter 
documents the effort to categorize higher education doctoral 
programs according to the Dressel and Mayhew (1974) model. 
PROFILE OF HIGHER EDUCATION PROGRAMS 
At the inception of this project, the intention was to 
examine the career patterns of the graduates of higher 
education doctoral programs with the goal to include the 
graduates of most, if not all, of the higher education 
doctoral programs which existed in 1987. Although this 
project was successful in identifying the higher education 
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doctoral programs which existed in 1987 and was able to 
collect information about those programs, not all programs 
were able to be included in the career patterns study. 
All 88 higher education doctoral programs identified 
in 1987 were invited to participate in the career patterns 
study. Ultimately 36 programs were included. Of the 52 
programs not included in the study, 12 declined to 
participate. Twenty-four others indicated that they did not 
do so because they could not. Program directors, 
identifying record keeping as the problem, made such 
comments as, "Sorry, we have no way currently of separating 
our graduates from those of our larger department," or "I'd 
be willing, but record keeping in our department is terrible 
so I'm afraid that I can't," or "I'd like to [participate], 
but we just don't have the time and the addresses would not 
be accurate. We just don't have a tracking system." 
Comments from others reflected institutional policy or 
concerns about confidentiality: "[We] would have to get 
permission from each one [of the graduates] to release this 
[information]," or "University lists may not be provided to 
non-university individuals." Three more of the 52 programs 
not included provided lists which were unusable either 
because they arrived too late for inclusion in the study or 
because the graduation date of the doctoral recipients could 
not be confirmed. The remaining 13 of the 52 programs not 
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included indicated that mailing lists would be provided, but 
the lists were never received. 
Since only 36 of the 88 higher education doctoral 
programs were included in the career patterns study, the 
profile of higher education doctoral programs which is 
presented in this section will include special attention to 
the 36 programs (hereafter called "sample programs"). The 
profile will compare the sample programs to the 88 programs 
in existence in 1987 (hereafter called "universe") based on 
a number of criteria (Table 1), discussed in the first three 
sections: "General Characteristics," "Faculty," and 
"Students." Pearson's chi-square goodness-of-fit test, or 
confidence intervals where appropriate, were calculated to 
document the representative nature of the sample programs to 
the universe for the characteristics in Table 1. A 
confidence level of .05 or less was required to document a 
significant difference between the sample and the universe 
for the various characteristics considered. (The 
designation "NS" stands for "not significant.") A fourth 
section, will compare the sample with the universe according 
to program functions. 
GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Sixty-nine (78.4%) of the programs in the universe are 
at public institutions and 19 (21.6%) are at private 
institutions. These programs are located in 39 states and 
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Table 1 
select.eg characteristics of the higher education doctoral programs known 
to exist in 1987 compared with the same characteristics for the programs 
iwticipating in this study 
General ctlaracteristics 
% of Pr~ams at: 
Public Institutions 
Private Institutions 
% of Programs Offering: 
Ph.D. Only 
Frl.D. Only 
Both Ph.Dam Frl.D. 
% of PrQgrams at Inst. 
with Separate Research 
Center 
Faculty 
Ave. FT Faculty/Program 
% of PrQgrams' Course-
work Taught by FT 
Faculty 
% of Programs with No 
Adjunct Faculty 
students 
Ave. Enrollment/Program 
% of students Enrolled: 
In Ph.D. Program 
In Frl. D. Program 
% of Prog:i;:ams with: 
< 25% of students 
Enrolled Mostly FT 
> 75% of students 
> ~l~l~~~FT 
Recruited In state 
Universe of H.E. 
Programs (N = 88) 
78.4 
21.6 
25.0 
29.5 
45.5 
25.0 
3.0 
64.9 
39.8 
55.2 
57.4 
42.6 
75.0 
59.1 
53.4 
f3ample of H.E. 
Programs (n = 3 6) 
80.6 
19.4 
27.8 
38.9 
33.3 
25.0 
2.8 
66.1 
36.1 
57.6 
53.0 
47.0 
80.6 
55.6 
63.9 
Note. Differences between sarrple am universe not significant for any 
characteristic. 
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the District of Columbia, covering all regions of the United 
states. In comparison, 29 (80.6%) of the sample 
institutions are at public institutions and 7 (19.4%) are at 
private institutions (X2 = 0.10, d. f. = 1, NS). Twenty-two 
states and the District of Columbia are home states for at 
least one of the 36 programs, with all regions of the United 
states, except the Northeast, being represented. With 40.9% 
of the existing programs (36 of 88) included in the sample, 
57.5% of the states with higher education doctoral programs 
(23 of 40) are represented. This suggests that the programs 
in the study are reasonably distributed among the states 
which have at least one higher education doctoral program. 
Therefore, with the exception of the northeastern United 
states not being represented in the group of sample 
programs, the sample and the universe are similar. 
The programs in the universe offer the Ed.D. (75.0%) 
more frequently than the Ph.D. (70.5%). over 45% of the 
programs in the universe offer both degrees, which means 
that just over one-fourth of the programs offer only the 
Ph.D. and just under 30% offer only the Ed.D. Among the 
sample programs, over 72% offer the Ed.D. and just over 61% 
offer the Ph.D. One-third of the programs offer both 
degrees, while almost 28% offer only the Ph.D. and nearly 
39% offer only the Ed.D. Although the percentages vary, in 
both the sample and the universe the higher education 
doctoral programs offer the Ed.D. more frequently than the 
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Ph.D. and the differences are not significant (X2 = 2.36, d. 
f. = 2, NS) . 
Program directors were asked if their institution had 
a research center which focuses on the study of higher 
education but does not offer any coursework. Twenty-five 
percent of both the universe (22) and the sample programs 
(9) indicated that such a research center existed at their 
institutions. Hence, the presence of research centers 
should have no greater impact on the sample than it would on 
the universe of higher education doctoral programs (X2 = 
0.00, d. f. = 1, NS). 
Similarities exist between the sample programs and the 
programs in the universe when characteristics such as 
institution type, presence of a research center, 
geographical location, and doctorates offered are 
considered. The similarities are strong enough to support 
the representative nature of the 36 programs included in 
this study. 
FACULTY 
Most higher education doctoral programs have a staff 
of full-time faculty of four or less. Over 78% of the 
programs in the universe have four or fewer full-time 
faculty members. Two full-time faculty members is the modal 
value with over 52% of the programs having no more than 
that. The average higher education doctoral program in the 
102 
universe has 3.0 full-time faculty members. In comparison, 
over 80% of the sample programs have four or less fuLl-time 
faculty members and over 61% have two (the modal value) or 
less full-time faculty members. The average sample program 
has 2.8 full-time faculty members. A .95 confidence 
interval of the sample average of 2.8 full-time faculty 
members (.95 confidence interval= 2.1 to 3.4) includes the 
average full-time faculty members for the programs in the 
universe (3.0) and, therefore, no significant difference 
exists between the sample and the universe relative to 
average full-time faculty members in the programs. 
The full-time faculty members in the 88 higher 
education doctoral programs, on the average, teach almost 
65% of the coursework in the programs. In comparison, the 
full-time faculty members of the 36 sample programs teach an 
2 
average of slightly over 66% of the coursework (X = 0.06, 
d. f. = 1, NS). On the other hand, just over 40% of the 
programs in the universe and just under 39% of the sample 
programs indicated that their full-time faculty members 
teach at least three-quarters of the courses offered. 
A considerable amount of the coursework must then be 
taught by others more peripherally affiliated with the 
doctoral programs. over 53% of the programs in the universe 
and more than 52% of the sample programs have at least three 
full-time administrators or faculty members from other 
programs at the institution teaching at least one of the 
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doctoral courses. In addition, 12.5% of the programs in the 
universe and almost 17% of the sample programs have at least 
three adjunct (i.e., temporary or part-time) faculty 
members. The higher education programs make rather light 
use of adjunct faculty members as is evidenced by the fact 
that almost 40% of the programs in the universe and over 36% 
of the sample programs had no adjunct faculty members at all 
during the 1987-88 academic year (X2 = 0.20, d. f. = 1, NS). 
Generally, the higher education doctoral programs 
which existed in 1987 had a full-time faculty of four or 
less. These faculty members teach roughly two-thirds of the 
courses in the doctoral programs with the balance being 
taught by others--mostly other full-time employees of the 
institution. This is also true of the programs in the 
sample. 
STUDENTS 
Within the universe of higher education doctoral 
programs, the average number of students per program is just 
over 55, whereas the average student headcount in the sample 
programs is over 57. A .95 confidence interval of the 
average enrollment in the sample programs (.95 confidence 
interval= 44.3 to 70.83) included the average enrollment 
for the programs in the universe, so the sample and the 
universe are not significantly different according to this 
characteristic. over 57% of the enrollment reported by the 
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programs in the universe during the 1987-88 academic year 
were Ph.D. students. In comparison, just over 53% of. the 
students enrolled in the sample programs during the 1987-88 
academic year were seeking a Ph.D. and the difference 
between the sample and the universe was not significant (X2 
= 0.79, d. f. = 1, NS). It is interesting to note that, 
although earlier it was reported that there were more Ed.D. 
than Ph.D. programs in 1987, here it is learned that during 
that same time period there were more Ph.D. than Ed.D. 
students. 
Most students tend to complete their doctoral studies 
on a part-time basis. Seventy-five percent of the programs 
in the universe and over 80% of the sample programs indicate 
that 25% or less of their students complete their doctoral 
studies as a full-time student (X2 = 0.59, d. f. = 1, NS). 
Not surprisingly, almost 60% of the programs in the universe 
and over 55% of the sample programs indicate that 75% or 
more of their students maintain full-time employment 
2 throughout their tenure as doctoral students (X = 0.19, d. 
f. = 1, NS) • 
Some insight into the part-time enrollment of doctoral 
students can be rendered when the students' homes prior to 
doctoral studies are considered. Over 53% of the programs 
in the universe indicated that at least 75% of the students 
enrolled in 1987 were recruited from the institution's home 
state. Almost 64% of the sample programs indicated the same 
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proportion of home state students (X2 = 1.59, d. f. = 1, 
NS). With such a large proportion of the doctoral students 
coming from the institution's home state, it is more likely 
that they will attend school from an established home base 
instead of moving to enroll in graduate school. 
Consideration of the enrollment patterns of students 
suggest that they prefer to seek a Ph.D. degree on a part-
time basis while maintaining full-time employment. Most of 
the students come from the institutions' home states. This 
generalization is equally true for all higher education 
programs and for the programs included in the sample. 
PROGRAM FUNCTIONS 
Dressel and Mayhew (1974) reveal a list of 13 program 
objectives: six for "Type 1 11 programs, four for "Type 2 11 
programs, and three for "Type 3 11 programs. These objectives 
were arranged alphabetically in Question Three of the 
program directors' survey (Appendix A). The program 
directors were instructed to select five of the objectives 
which best describe the purposes of their program. Next 
they were to rank the objectives that they had selected from 
most descriptive to fifth most descriptive. 
When the functions of the higher education doctoral 
programs are considered, the similarity between the universe 
of higher education programs and the sample programs 
persists. Both the universe and the sample programs have 
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the same five objectives listed as being most descriptive of 
the programs, although in slightly different order. -To 
illustrate this fact, the following procedure was employed: 
Each time a function listed in Question Three of the "Survey 
of Programs in Higher Education" was selected by a program 
as being most descriptive, it was awarded five points; four 
points were awarded to that function each time a program 
selected it as second most descriptive; three points were 
awarded for third most descriptive; two points for fourth; 
and one point for fifth most descriptive. This was done for 
each of the 13 objectives listed in Question Three. Then 
the objectives were put into rank order according to their 
total scores, with the highest score being ranked number one 
and the lowest score being ranked last. So that the two 
rankings could be directly compared, the points for each 
function in each ranking were converted to a percentage of 
the total points in each ranking. Table 2 presents the rank 
order of the functions for the programs in the universe and 
Table 3 presents the same information for the sample 
programs. 
According to Tables 2 and 3, the descriptor which best 
identifies the function of higher education doctoral 
programs is "train professional higher educators 
(administrators and service personnel)". Almost 66% of the 
programs in the universe (46 of the 70 programs for which 
information was provided) and 72% of the sample programs (18 
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Table 2 
Rant order of program functions for all higher education doctoral 
programs 
All Sample 
Program Function 
Programs Programs 
pts Pct Rank Rank 
Train professional higher educators 288 28.3 1 1 (Administrators and service personnel) 
~thesize and,apply knowledge about 128 12.6 2 2 
gher education 
Generate new knowl~e about higher 120 11.8 3 4 
education, its prob ems and operations 
Involve students in administrative and 91 
service (internship) experiences 8.9 4 3 
~lore µrplications and a~lications of 91 8.9 4 5 
scipli.nary co~~ts, me odology, 
theories, and mode s 
Develop models for practical application 77 7.6 6 7 
of k:nc:Mledge about higher education 
Train researchers in higher education 44 4.3 7 11 
Provide breadth to the graduate studies 42 4.1 8 6 
of those who ~ to teach at the 
postsecorrlary level in other disciplines 
Provide a cluster of courses of 37 3.6 9 9 
particular interest to students 
~S\UW graduate study in other 
sciplines 
Train professors of higher education 37 3.6 9 10 
E>fplore and deve~ ~ons of 31 3.0 11 8 dlsci~+ines in ers · higher 
educa ion 
Qi;:gantze,and ~ize ou~ts of 21 2.1 12 12 disciplinary resear 
Provide consultation services to ____ll 
institutions 
_____LJ, 13 13 
Total 1,018 99.9a 
Note. Fts = points per function. Pct = percent of total points. 
al.ess than 100% due to rounding error. 
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Table 3 
RaM order of program functions for higher education doctoral programs 
included in this study 
sample All 
Program Function 
Programs Programs 
pts Pct Rank Rank 
Train professional higher educators 114 30.9 1 1 (Administrators and service personnel) 
~thesize and,apply Jmowledge about 52 14.1 2 2 
gher education 
Involve students in administrative and 38 10.3 3 4 
service (internship) experiences 
Genera~ new Jmowl~e about higher 36 9.8 4 3 
education, its prob ems and operations 
E>fplore .:µtplications and a~lications of 27 7.3 5 4 
disciplinary co~rss, me odology, 
theories, am nm.e s 
Provide breadth to the graduate studies 23 6.2 6 8 
of those who~ to teach at the 
postsecondary level in other disciplines 
Develop nm.els for practical application 19 5.2 7 6 
of knc:Mledge about higher education 
~lore and deve~ ~tions of 15 4.1 8 11 
sci~+ines in ers ~ higher 
educa ion 
Provide a cluster of courses of 13 3.5 9 9 
particular interest to students 
~\U"S\liw graduate study in other isciplmes 
Train professors of higher education 12 3.2 10 9 
Train researchers in higher education 11 3.0 11 7 
OJ;:gartj.ze,and ~ize ou~ts of 9 2.4 12 12 disciplinary resear 
Provide consultation services to 
institutions 
__ o ~ 13 13 
Total 369 100.0 
Note. Fts = points per function. Pct = percent of total pts. 
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of the 25 programs which provided information) identified 
this as the most descriptive objective. Furthermore,· 92.6% 
of the programs in the universe and all of the sample 
programs selected this function as one of the five most 
descriptive. 
The next best descriptor of the actual function of the 
higher education doctoral programs, according to Tables 2 
and 3, is "synthesize and apply knowledge about higher 
education", with this phrase being selected as most or 
second most descriptive by 28.6% (20 of 70) of the programs 
in the universe and 36.0% (9 of 25) of the sample programs. 
Almost 59% of the programs in the universe and 64% of the 
sample programs identified this function as one of the five 
most descriptive. 
The next three functions, without attention to order 
and taken as a group, are identical for the two rankings. 
The three functions are: "explore implications and 
applications of disciplinary concepts, methodology, 
theories, and models"; "generate new knowledge about higher 
education, its problems and operations"; and "involve 
students in administrative and service (internship) 
experiences". Although the relative order of the three 
functions differ between the rankings, it is interesting to 
note that added together they claim more than 25% of the 
points awarded in each ranking (29.6% for programs in the 
universe; 27.4% for sample programs). As a group, the top 
five functions in each ranking claimed over 70% of the 
points awarded in each ranking (70.5% for programs in the 
universe; 72.4% for the sample programs). 
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Although the order differs a bit, Tables 2 and 3 
present similar rankings of the purposes of the higher 
education doctoral programs found to exist in 1987 and those 
that were a part of this study. Ten of the 13 functions are 
either identically listed in both rankings or are within one 
position of their location in the other ranking. The 
similarities are strong enough to support the claim that the 
36 programs in this study are representative of the 88 
programs in the universe when functions are considered. 
PROGRAM TYPES 
Do different types of doctoral programs in higher 
education, as suggested by Mayhew's (1972) model, Kellam's 
(1973) model and Dressel and Mayhew's (1974) model, yield 
differences in their graduates' career patterns? In order 
to answer this question, the existing programs must first be 
categorized according to one of the typologies. Dressel and 
Mayhew's (1974) model of higher education doctoral program 
types was used in this project because it is the most widely 
accepted (e.g., Basil, 1980; Crosson & Nelson, 1986; 
Gallagher & Hossler, 1986; Johnson, 1978). Although Dressel 
and Mayhew presented many normative statements about the 
three program types, they made no attempt to categorize 
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existing programs by their model or to quantify it so that 
others could categorize higher education programs with it. 
Instead, they cited a few programs as examples of the type 
which might be found in each category. 
The next task was to apply the Dressel and Mayhew 
(1974) typology to the programs which existed in 1987. The 
normative statements from Dressel and Mayhew's model were 
used to guide the design of an instrument, "Survey of 
Programs in Higher Education" (Appendix A), which was used 
to collect information from program directors about their 
programs. Although the design of the survey was facilitated 
by the Dressel and Mayhew typology, interpretation of the 
data collected from the various programs was hampered since 
most of the normative statements in the model do not include 
definition of the thresholds between the program types. 
Terms such as "a large proportion", "usually", "extensive", 
and "generally" are used throughout the typology without 
clarification to guide the application of the model to 
higher education doctoral programs. 
Despite Dressel and Mayhew's (1974) vagueness in 
defining the thresholds for the various characteristics, 
they have indicated that their "models would make clear 
distinctions in both the objectives and operations" of each 
program type (p. 149). There is no indication that a 
program need exhibit only a certain proportion of the 
characteristics of a particular type to be included in that 
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type. No characteristics are identified as fundamental or 
essential to a given type such that programs to be included 
in that type must exhibit at least those characteristics. 
The expectation appears to be that the model should be 
strictly applied and that the programs should fit cleanly 
into one type or another. 
Therefore, in an effort to remain congruent with the 
intentions of Dressel and Mayhew (1974), this researcher 
applied the model literally to the programs in existence in 
1987. Where thresholds were unclear, decisions were made to 
define them in as liberal a manner as was reasonable to 
still remain consistent with the model. 
Although the Dressel and Mayhew (1974) model 
identifies three types of programs engaging in the study of 
higher education, the current study only focuses upon types 
one and two, which offer courses of study leading to a 
doctorate in higher education. It is the identification of 
higher education doctoral programs which fall into these two 
categories which has been most problematic for researchers 
(e.g., Basil, 1980; Crosson & Nelson, 1986). Type 3 
programs were excluded because they are programs in which 
"higher education might show up as a minor or as a cluster 
of courses of particular interest to students pursuing 
graduate study in other disciplines" (Dressel & Mayhew, p. 
152) . 
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Even though Type 3 programs are not relevant to the 
current research project, it is appropriate that they·be 
identified in the context of the current discussion of 
Dressel and Mayhew's (1974) model. Twenty-six institutions, 
according to the "Survey of Programs in Higher Education," 
indicated that they offer coursework in the study of higher 
education but that these courses could only lead to a minor 
in higher education for students in other graduate programs, 
not a graduate degree in higher education. (See Appendix o 
for a listing of these institutions.) These 26 programs 
would be considered "Type 3 11 according to Dressel and Mayhew 
and therefore they will not be considered further in this 
research project. 
To complete the categorization of higher education 
doctoral programs, it is necessary to identify the 88 higher 
education doctoral programs as either Type 1 or Type 2 
programs. Given Dressel and Mayhew's (1974) expectation 
that programs fall cleanly into the categories, a 
perspective which is endorsed by Kellams (1973), a program 
would need to exhibit all of the Type 1 characteristics to 
be classified as "Type 1. 11 By identifying the Type 1 
programs it would then be reasonable to assume that those 
which remain would be Type 2 programs. Analysis of the 
program characteristics revealed that none of the 88 
programs which existed in 1987 fits cleanly into Dressel and 
Mayhew's (1974) Type 1 category. 
In the following presentation of information on 
program characteristics, individual programs will not·be 
identified. This practice is consistent with the 
expectation, established by the researcher in the cover 
letter to each of the program directors {Appendix B), to 
treat individual responses confidentially and report only 
aggregate statistical summaries. 
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A good measure of a program is its own statement of 
purpose. In fact, Alciatore {1972) suggested that this 
should be the only means used to categorize higher education 
doctoral programs. Collecting information from program 
directors about their programs' purposes has made it 
possible to compare their stated purposes with the purposes 
or objectives of the various Dressel and Mayhew (1974) 
program types. 
The 13 program objectives identified in the Dressel 
and Mayhew {1974) text (6 for Type 1 programs, 4 for Type 2 
programs, and 3 for Type 3 programs) were arranged 
alphabetically in Question Three of the program directors' 
survey {Appendix A) without any indication that they 
describe different program types. The program directors 
selected and ranked, from most descriptive to fifth most 
descriptive, the five objectives which best described the 
purposes of their program. 
There were more Type 1 objectives listed in Question 
Three of the program directors' survey than there were for 
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either of the other two types. There were also more Type 1 
objectives listed (6) than the required number of selections 
to be made (5). Yet, despite these two facts, none of the 
programs were identified as having purely Type 1 purposes. 
Eighteen of the program directors did not answer this 
question. At least one of the five most descriptive 
functions for each of the remaining 70 programs was either a 
Type 2 or Type 3 function. 
When none of the programs emerged with a Type 1 
profile of objectives, the programs which had Type 1 
tendencies were identified. This was done by awarding the 
function for each program that its program director 
identified as most descriptive with five points, the second 
most descriptive function with four points, the third most 
descriptive with three points, the fourth most descriptive 
with two points, and the fifth most descriptive with one 
point. The top five functions for each program were then 
grouped according to program type and the total points for 
each type were thereby available. Table 4 presents a 
summary of the top five functions by program type for each 
of the 88 higher education doctoral programs. Any program 
with eight or more points (out of the possible 15) allocated 
to Type 1 functions was identified as having Type 1 
tendencies. 
Sixteen programs were identified as having Type 1 
tendencies when program objectives were considered. These 
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Table 4 
'Ih.e 0ressel and Ma:yhew 12roaram tYJ;?e of the five most descri12tive 
12roaram objectives for the 88 higher education doctoral 12rograms 
Jidentity of individual 12rograms is concealed) 
Program Most Second Third Fourth Fifth Type 1 Fts 
1 B A A C C 7 
2 A C B A A 8 
3 
4 
5 B B C C B 0 
6 B B B A A 3 
7 
8 B C B A A 3 
9 A C B A B 7 
10 
11 B B A A A 6 
12 
13 
14 B C A B A 4 
15 B B B A A 3 
16 B B A B B 3 
17 A C B B A 6 
18 B B B C A 1 
19 B B B C A 1 
20 B B A C C 3 
21 A B B A C 7 
22 B C C 0 
23 B A A C C 7 
24 B A B A A 7 
25 B B A A 5 
26 B B A B C 3 
27 B A A C B 7 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 B B A A A 6 
33 B B C C B 0 
34 B A B A A 7 
35 
36 B A B A A 7 
37 
38 A B B A A 8 
39 A C A B A 9 
40 B B 0 
41 B B A A B 5 
42 C B A B C 3 
Note. A= Type 1 program objective. B = Type 2 program objective. 
C = Type 3 program objective. - = No infonnation provided. 
(table continues) 
117 
Program Most Second 'Ihird Fourth Fifth Type 1 Fts 
43 A A A B A 13 
44 B B A B C 3 
45 B B A A A 6 
46 
47 B B B A C 2 
48 
49 C B C B A 1 
50 C A B B A 5 
51 
52 A* B* A* A A 11 
53 B A B A B 6 
54 B B 
55 A A A A C 14 
56 A A C A 11 
57 B B A C C 3 
58 B A A B C 7 
59 B A A B C 7 
60 
61 B A A A A 10 
62 B B A A B 5 
63 B C B B C 0 
64 B C B A B 2 
65 B 0 
66 B A A A A 10 
67 A B A C B 8 
68 B B B A A 3 
69 A B C B A 6 
70 A A A A B 14 
71 B A A C C 7 
72 
73 B A B C 4 
74 B A A C B 7 
75 B A A C B 7 
76 B A B A A 7 
77 A B A B A 9 
78 B B A B 3 
79 A A B C B 9 
80 A B A B A 9 
81 B A A A A 10 
82 B A B 4 
83 B A C B B 4 
84 B A A B B 7 
85 B A B B A 5 
86 B B A B A 4 
87 A A A B B 12 
88 
Note. A= Type 1 program objective. B = Type 2 program objective. 
C = Type 3 program objective. - = No infonnation provided. 
*=Equally descriptive. 
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programs were included in a group of 39 programs which was 
tested against other criteria from the Dressel and Mayhew 
(1974) model to determine if they could be considered Type 1 
programs despite the lack of clarity when functions were 
considered. 
since it is possible that some or all of the 18 
program directors who did not answer Question Three are 
directing programs with Type 1 tendencies, their programs 
were also included in the group of 39 programs for further 
consideration. Also, since some researchers (e.g., Crosson 
& Nelson, 1986; Gallagher & Hossler, 1986) have considered 
the prestigious programs to be synonymous with Type 1 
programs, programs listed in the two most recent top ten 
rankings of higher education doctoral programs (Keim, 1983; 
Newell & Kuh, 1989) were also included in the group for 
further examination, adding five programs to the list which 
completed the group of 39 programs to be considered against 
other Type 1 characteristics. 
Thirty-nine of the 88 programs were therefore tested 
against various characteristics of Dressel and Mayhew's 
(1974) model. Since the rest of the programs had purposes 
which identified them as aspiring to other than Type 1 
status, they were excluded from further consideration as 
possible Type 1 programs according to Altiacore's (1972) 
perspective that purpose is the only true measure of program 
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type. Table 5 presents a comparison of Type 1 
characteristics and program traits for these 39 progr.ams. 
According to Dressel and Mayhew (1974), Type 1 
programs would be autonomous graduate units, not part of 
schools or colleges of education. Of the 39 programs still 
under consideration, only three were identified by their 
directors, in Question Two of the program directors' survey, 
as being a separate school, college, or center within the 
institution. These three program directors did not provide 
information about their programs' functions, so it is 
possible that their programs could still be "Type 1. 11 The 
other 36 programs do not meet this criteria for a Type 1 
program. 
Dressel and Mayhew (1974) indicated that Type 1 
programs would usually offer only doctoral study, with very 
limited master's level study being offered "to students with 
a particular need, such as foreign students who could be 
expected to move into leadership in their own country and 
for whom a master's degree may be ample formal preparation" 
(pp. 32-33). Eleven of the 39 programs, according to 
Question Five of the program directors' survey, only offer 
doctoral level work. Only one of the three programs which 
has an autonomous program offers only doctoral studies. 
Type 1 programs would have "a staff of five to ten 
persons giving essentially full time to study and research 
in higher education" (Dressel & Mayhew, 1974, p. 149). 
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Table 5 
gJiaparison of selected hiaher education doctoral 2roctrams to ~in 
oressel and Mavhew (1974) 'lVPe 1 2roctram characteristics 
students 
~,ii]_ Auton. Doc. 5 FT stuffac 25% fr. 50% Grad. ~ Fae. or Ra l.O out of Enr'ld Program Terxiency Units More 7:1 state FT 
2 yes no no no no no no 
3 no no no no no no 
4 no no no no yes yes 
7 no no no no no no 
10 no no no no yes no 
12 yes yes no no yes no 
13 yes no no no no yes 
28 yes no yes yes yes no 
29 no no no no yes no 
30 no yes no no yes no 
31 no no yes no no no 
33 no no yes no no no no 
35 no no no no yes no 
36 no no no yes no no no 
37 no no no no yes no 
38 yes no no yes no yes no 
39 yes no yes no no no no 
41 no no no yes yes yes no 
43 yes no no yes yes yes yes 
46 no no no no yes no 
48 no yes no no yes no 
50 no no no yes yes yes yes 
51 no no no no yes yes 
52 yes no no no no no no 
55 yes no no no no yes yes 
56 yes no yes yes no yes no 
59 no no yes no no no no 
60 no no yes no no yes 
61 yes no no yes yes yes no 
66 yes no yes no no no no 
67 yes no no yes yes no no 
70 yes no no no no yes no 
72 no no no no yes no 
77 yes no no no no no no 
79 yes no no yes yes no no 
80 yes no yes yes yes yes yes 
81 yes no yes no no yes yes 
87 yes no no no no yes no 
88 no yes no no yes no 
Note. Programs included in this comparison claim predominantly Type 1 
functions or were identified as a top ten program by Keim (1983) or 
Newell & Kuh (1989). Programs which gave no infonnation about 
functions were included, as well. 
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According to the responses of the program directors to 
Question Seven of the survey, 13 of the 39 programs have at 
least five faculty members who have primary work 
responsibilities within the higher education program. The 
one program which had met the Type 1 criteria for 
organization and doctoral study failed to meet this test. 
Although Type 1 programs would have larger full-time 
staffs, with between five and ten full-time staff members, 
Dressel and Mayhew (1974) suggest that the student to full-
time equivalent (FTE) faculty ratio should be approximately 
seven to one. A lower student-FTE faculty ratio, such as 
this, supports the research orientation of these programs, 
because it will require less direct student contact from the 
faculty members and permit them to devote more time to 
research. 
The survey did not ask the program directors to 
provide the number of FTE faculty in their program. 
However, information about part-time and adjunct faculty 
members was collected. Dividing the student enrollment by 
the headcount of faculty members who teach at least one 
course in the doctoral programs yields a minimum ratio for 
each of the 13 programs. With this liberal interpretation, 
eight of the 13 programs which have at least five full-time 
staff members might have a student to FTE faculty ratio of 
seven to one. Yet six of these eight programs are neither 
autonomous academic units nor limited to offering only 
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doctoral study. One of the remaining two programs is not an 
autonomous academic unit and the other one offers more than 
just doctoral study. None of the eight programs which might 
have the correct number of full-time faculty and the 
potential of the required student to FTE faculty ratio are 
otherwise pure Type 1 programs. 
Type 1 programs are characterized by the "recruiting 
of students ... on a national or international basis" (Dressel 
& Mayhew, 1974, p. 149). Dressel and Mayhew did not 
indicate a threshold for this characteristic. For this 
project, any program which reported that 25% or more of its 
current student body was recruited from outside the 
institution's home state was considered a Type 1 program by 
this characteristic. This approach presents a relative and 
generous measure of recruiting range for the programs. 
Since the states vary in size and some programs are 
undoubtedly located closer to a state border than others, it 
is possible that some programs achieved Type 1 status on 
this characteristic even though they only attracted students 
from a limited geographic area. However, it is unlikely 
that any program which is truly "Type 1 11 in this category 
was erroneously excluded. Twenty-four of the 39 program 
directors reported that at least 25% of their program's 
current student body was from out-of-state. 
Dressel and Mayhew (1974) indicate that a large 
proportion of the student body of Type 2 programs would be 
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part-time students. It must be assumed then that this would 
not be true for Type 1 programs; a large proportion of the 
students of a Type 1 program would be full-time. Type 1 
programs are likely to have large contingents of full-time 
students considering that these programs recruit from all 
parts of the country and the world. Individuals moving to 
the program's geographical area specifically for graduate 
study would be more likely to come as full-time students 
since they would usually have to surrender their jobs to 
make such a move. Once again, Dressel and Mayhew did not 
suggest a threshold for this characteristic. Therefore, for 
this research project a threshold of 50% was set. Programs 
where at least 50% of their students complete their doctoral 
program predominantly on a full-time basis would be 
considered a Type 1 program by this characteristic. 
Nine of the 39 programs indicated that at least half 
of their students complete their doctoral studies mostly on 
a full-time basis. Only five of the 24 programs which 
reported recruiting at least 25% of their student body from 
out-of-state also indicated that at least 50% of their 
students complete their doctoral studies as a full-time 
student. Of these five programs three have at least five 
full-time faculty members, two offer only doctoral study, 
and none of them are autonomous academic units within their 
institution. 
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Of the 39 programs tested against Dressel and Mayhew's 
(1974) Type 1 characteristics, only one (program number 80) 
exhibited six of the seven traits considered and one 
(program number 43) exhibited five of the traits. Five of 
the programs (three of the five provided no information on 
program functions) possessed four of the traits and six 
programs (four of the six provided no information on program 
functions) exhibited three of the Type 1 characteristics. 
Twenty-six programs exhibited two or less of the Type 1 
traits. 
Thirteen programs of the 39 programs were identified 
as elite in the combined lists of Keim (1983) and Newell and 
Kuh (1989). (The two studies agreed on seven programs.) 
Some researchers (e.g., Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Gallagher & 
Hossler, 1986) suggest that elite programs are the same as 
Type 1 programs. If this is true then the elite programs 
listed by Keim and Newell and Kuh should exhibit 
predominantly Type 1 characteristics in the current 
analysis. Certainly, the ten programs identified by Newell 
and Kuh are particularly relevant to this comparison since 
the data for their study was collected in 1986, within one 
year of the data collection for the current study. 
Two of the 13 programs, both only on Newell and Kuh's 
(1989) list, were immediately eliminated from further 
consideration, because they were not higher education 
doctoral programs in 1987, according to the programs' 
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directors. Of the remaining 11 programs, five demonstrated 
two or less of the Type 1 characteristics. Two programs had 
three Type 1 characteristics, three (one of the two provided 
no information on program functions) had four of the traits, 
and only one had five of the traits. This summary suggests 
that, contrary to the perspective of some researchers (e.g., 
Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Gallagher & Hossler, 1986), the top 
higher education programs according to the opinions of 
"higher educationists'' (Francis & Hobbs, 1974) are not 
necessarily synonymous with Type 1 programs according to 
Dressel and Mayhew's (1974) model. 
After only seven of the characteristics from the 
Dressel and Mayhew (1974) model have been applied to the 
higher education doctoral programs existing in 1987, it is 
clear that no pure Type 1 programs have emerged. Since 
Kellams (1973) and Dressel and Mayhew suggest that programs 
should fit cleanly into the categories of their typologies, 
one of two possibilities exists when the results of the 
program categorization are considered. Either the current 
project was unsuccessful in operationalizing the Dressel and 
Mayhew typology or the typology cannot be cleanly applied to 
existing programs. 
As a precaution against missing a Type 1 program, the 
36 programs which participated in the career patterns 
research, by providing access to their graduates, were also 
examined according to the same seven characteristics of 
126 
oressel and Mayhew's (1974) Type 1 program that were used to 
examine the 39 programs discussed above. Only 14 of the 36 
programs which participated in the career patterns research 
were included in the group of 39 programs already tested 
against the seven Type 1 traits. Those 14 programs are 
among the 36 described in Table 6. 
Table 6 reveals that none of the 36 programs included 
in the career patterns research of this project is a pure 
Type 1 program. Only one program (program number 28), which 
had already been identified in the first group of 39, 
exhibited four of the seven Type 1 traits considered here 
(the program director provided no information on the 
program's functions), three programs (one of the three 
provided no information on program functions) exhibited 
three characteristics, and six programs exhibited two of the 
Type 1 characteristics. Twenty-six of the 36 programs had 
one or less of the Type 1 traits considered here. One of 
these 26 programs had objectives which revealed a Type 1 
tendency and this was the only program of the 36 which had 
objectives which might be considered "Type 1 11 (11 programs 
provided no information on program functions). 
Other researchers (Basil, 1980; Crosson & Nelson, 
1986; Gallagher & Hossler, 1986) using different methods 
have also attempted to apply the Dressel and Mayhew model in 
practice and they have not been successful either. In 1974, 
Dressel and Mayhew, themselves, noted that "most programs in 
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Table 6 
_rgmparison of higher education doctoral programs participating in this 
stooY with Dressel and Mavhew (1974) Type 1 program characteristics 
--=----
students 
~'~l 
Auton. Doc. 5 FT stu{fac 25% fr. 50% Grad. study Fae. or Ra 10 out of Enr'ld 
Program Tendency Units Only More 7:1 state FT 
1 no no yes no no yes yes 
2 yes no no no no no no 
3 no no no no no no 
4 no no no no yes yes 
5 no no yes no no no no 
6 no no yes no no yes no 
7 no no no no no no 
8 no no no no no no no 
9 no no no no no no no 
10 no no no no yes no 
11 no no no no no no no 
12 yes yes no no yes no 
13 yes no no no no yes 
14 no no no no no no no 
15 no no yes no no no no 
16 no no no yes no yes no 
17 no no yes no no no no 
18 no no yes yes no yes no 
19 no no no no no no no 
20 no yes no no no no no 
21 no no no no no no no 
22 no no no no no yes no 
23 no no no no no no no 
24 no no no yes no no no 
25 no yes yes no no no no 
26 no no no no no no no 
27 no no no yes no no no 
28 yes no yes yes yes no 
29 no no no no yes no 
30 no yes no no yes no 
31 no no yes no no no 
32 no no no no no no no 
33 no no yes no no no no 
34 no no no no no no no 
35 no no no no yes no 
36 no no no yes no no no 
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higher education include elements of both Type 1 and Type 2 
programs" (p. 154). Basil (1980) suggested that the Dressel 
and Mayhew typology does not exist and she further implied 
that the programs are beginning to more closely resemble the 
practitioner-oriented or Type 2 program. In 1986, Crosson 
and Nelson concurred, noting that "programs in higher 
education appear to be more homogeneous than heterogeneous" 
(p. 338). Considering Kellams' (1973) observation that 
higher education doctoral programs "probably fall into a 
continuum" of his model's categories (p. 39), the difficulty 
with the categorization of higher education doctoral 
programs may be a condition of the programs instead of a 
problem with the operationalization of the Dressel and 
Mayhew model. 
Analysis of the data provided by the 88 program 
directors did not yield any program which fit only into the 
Type 1 or Type 2 categories suggested by Dressel and Mayhew 
(1974). The programs tended to have characteristics of each 
of the Dressel and Mayhew types with no single program 
showing a profile which was clearly "Type 1. 11 Instead, 
examination of the data suggests that a new program type may 
be emerging which is deeply rooted in the concept of a 
regional, practitioner-oriented program but which also has 
elements from the other two program types. 
Even if one accepts a looser categorization of Type 1 
and 2 programs, none of the programs which had five or more 
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of the characteristics of Type 1 programs participated in 
the second part of this study by providing names and· 
addresses of their graduates. Therefore this study was 
unable to examine career paths of graduates in relation to 
program type. However, each of the 36 programs included in 
the second part of the study could be classified as 
predominantly "Type 2 11 in nature. 
SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW 
Examination of the self-reported data on purposes, 
faculty, students, and other general characteristics of the 
88 higher education doctoral programs in existence in 1987 
indicates that the 36 programs whose graduates are included 
in this study are, in general, representative of the 
universe of 88 higher education programs. Therefore, the 
results of this study should be generalizable to the entire 
population of the 1987 higher education doctoral programs 
and their graduates. 
This chapter has also revealed that the Dressel and 
Mayhew (1974) model continues to resist application in 
practice. The current project further documents the 
difficulties inherent with the operationalization of the 
Dressel and Mayhew typology that have been discussed by 
others (Basil, 1980; Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Gallagher & 
Hossler, 1986). Kellams (1973) and Dressel and Mayhew 
indicated at the time they set forth their segmented models 
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that programs of higher education did not fall into the 
categories they proposed. Yet the developers of these 
models set them forth as normative with the intent that they 
eventually would be descriptive. The results of this study 
suggest that categorization of higher education programs 
using the Dressel and Mayhew model is possible only if the 
model is loosely applied to the programs. 
Although it was the intent of this study to examine 
graduates' career paths by type of program, the 36 programs 
which voluntarily participated in the career patterns 
research fall most clearly into Dressel and Mayhew's (1974) 
"Type 2 11 category. Therefore, consideration of the career 
patterns of higher education doctoral recipients using the 
Dressel and Mayhew typology is not possible in this study. 
Chapter V will present the career patterns data which 
were collected as part of this study. 
CHAPTER V 
HIGHER EDUCATION DOCTORAL RECIPIENTS 
The results of this study will be presented in four 
sections. The first section will discuss the demographic 
profile of the sample; the second section will address the 
educational patterns of the respondents; the third section 
will consider the career patterns of the higher education 
doctoral recipients who participated in this study; and the 
final section will discuss the results. 
This project's data analysis will be augmented by 
unpublished data from the National Research Council (NRC, 
1988). The Doctorate Records File (DRF) of the National 
Research Council (1988) was tapped by a special computer 
analysis run at the request of the current study's primary 
researcher. This analysis was fashioned after the NRC 
annual reports which present characteristics of the most 
recent graduating class of doctoral recipients in all 
fields. There were two differences between the NRC annual 
reports and the special analysis prepared for this project. 
First, the data in the special analysis were considered only 
by the "fine field" of higher education, a category which is 
not presented in the annual reports. Second, the data were 
presented for the four years being considered in the current 
study: 1972, 1977, 1982, and 1987. In this configuration, 
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the NRC data will be used as a point of reference, whenever 
possible, for the findings of the current study. 
Throughout the analysis of the current study's data, 
the Pearson chi-square test of association was used to 
determine if any statistically significant relationship 
existed between the variables considered. Results of the 
chi-square (X2 ) test which were equal to or less than a 
confidence level (R) of .05 were accepted as statistically 
significant. This level of confidence (R = .05) is 
generally accepted as sufficiently rigorous to minimize the 
chance of committing a Type I error (Hays, 1981), that is, 
indicating a relationship exists between two variables when, 
in fact, such a relationship doesn't exist (Norusis, 1986). 
Failure to achieve a confidence level of .05 will be noted 
in the text as "NS" for "not significant." 
Even though requiring a confidence level of .05 or 
smaller in a chi-square test sufficiently minimizes the 
chance of a Type I error, there is still a chance that a 
Type II error would be committed when a chi-square test 
fails to achieve R = .05. A Type II error is committed by 
assuming "'Nothing is happening here' when there really is a 
difference in the population" (Norusis, 1986, p. 202). Hays 
(1981) indicates that "low risk of a Type II error must be 
[accepted] in terms of sample size and other features of the 
test procedure" (p. 247). In effect, this means that a 
sample which is carefully generated from a population using 
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sound methodology will increase the representativeness of 
the sample, thereby minimizing the chance of a Type II 
error. The methodology employed to generate the sample for 
the current study was sufficiently rigorous to allow the 
assumption of minimal risk of committing Type II errors. 
At times, the meaningfulness of the results of the chi-
square test was hampered by small expected frequencies. 
certain guidelines assisted the researcher in organizing the 
data in the most useful manner to minimize the effect of 
small expected frequencies. Generally, expected frequencies 
of at least five are necessary, when degrees of freedom (d. 
f.) are greater than one, to ensure the validity of the 
test, but in the case of large samples it is acceptable for 
up to 20% of the cells to have expected frequencies as small 
as one. On the other hand, it is risky to force categories 
together simply to achieve acceptable expected frequencies 
since such a practice, although popular, "can have an 
important effect on inferences drawn" (Hays, 1981, p. 552). 
So for the current study, the following decisions were 
applied throughout analysis of the data. First, only 
categories which seem to have some logical association were 
grouped together. The only exception was in those cases 
where it was necessary to force categories together to 
ensure that every cell had an expected frequency of at least 
one. In those few cases where forced grouping was 
necessary, the strongest logical association was sought. 
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The consequence of the practice employed in merging 
categories was that some tables had more than 20% of their 
cells with expected frequencies below five. In those cases, 
the table and the text will include appropriate notation. 
Although 539 usable responses were received, some of 
the tables in this chapter will show smaller totals than 
that. In most cases, this was due to the fact that some 
respondents did not answer some questions. If responses 
have been excluded from the totals of a given table for a 
reason other than that, the reason will be noted in the 
text. Otherwise, variance in sample size from table to 
table is due to nonresponses. 
DEMOGRAPHICS 
Three general characteristics of the respondents will 
be presented in this section: year doctorate was awarded, 
gender, and ethnic background. These characteristics will 
provide a basic profile of the sample and they will be used 
as independent variables in the subsequent data analysis. 
YEAR DOCTORATE WAS AWARDED 
The sample included higher education doctoral 
recipients who graduated in the years 1972, 1977, 1982 and 
1987. The last complete calendar year prior to data 
collection was 1987; 1972 was the last year included in 
Carr's (1974) study, providing a chronological common point 
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between the two studies; and 1977 and 1982 were equally 
spaced between the first and last graduation years of the 
current study. 
The first column of Table 7 reveals the proportion of 
the respondents who graduated in each of the four years 
included in the current project. The size of the respondent 
pool for the 1987 cohort year was the largest (33.6% of the 
respondents) and the 1972 respondent pool was the smallest 
(15.6%), with the cohort size for 1977 (24.8%) and 1982 
(26.0%) falling between them, in order. 
Examination of similar data from the National Research 
council (1988) suggests that the response pool for each 
graduation year cohort of the current study was not 
proportional to the number of graduates in each of the 
years. The NRC (1989) states that its data bank is 
virtually complete and that it has basic information, such 
as year the doctorate was awarded, for all doctoral 
recipients in a given year. If this claim is accurate for 
higher education doctorates, then the second column of Table 
7 reveals the number of·doctorates earned in higher 
education during the years considered in this study. 
Although the size of each subsequent graduation year cohort 
in the current project was larger than the one before it, 
the total number of higher education doctorates conferred 
each year, according to NRC (1988) data, did not follow a 
similar pattern. The NRC data suggest that there was a 
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Table 7 
Higher education doctoral recipients by graduation year 
cohort for the current study and National Research Council 
(NRC. 1988) database 
Data Source 
Graduation Current study NRC 
Year 
n % n % 
1972 84 15.6 208 9.7 
1977 134 24.8 715 33.3 
1982 140 26.0 653 30.5 
1987 181 33.6 568 26.5 
Total 539 100.0 2,144 100.0 
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large increase between 1972 and 1977 in the number of higher 
education doctorates earned each year and then a general 
decline between 1977 and 1987. Although examination of the 
annual graduation rates (National Research Council, 1978, 
1986, 1987, 1989) reveals some fluctuation, the downward 
trend from 1977 to 1987, noted in the second column of Table 
7, is accurate. 
Taking the respondent pool for each graduation year 
cohort in the current project as a percentage of the NRC 
(1988) reported higher education doctoral graduates for the 
same years, the current study received responses from 40.4% 
of those earning higher education doctorates in 1972, 18.7% 
of the 1977 graduates, 21.4 % of the 1982 graduates, and 
31.9% of those graduating in 1987. Even though the accuracy 
of the NRC figures has been called into question by findings 
during the implementation of the current study's 
methodology, the NRC figures are the best indicator in 
existence of the actual graduation rates from higher 
education doctoral programs for any given year. Therefore, 
comparing data from the current study with the NRC data 
yields insight into the representativeness of the current 
study's sample. 
GENDER 
Table 8 presents an examination of the respon~ents of 
the current study by gender and by graduation year. This 
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Table 8 
Gender of respondents by year the doctorate was awarded 
Gender of Respondents 
Male Female Total 
Year n % n % N % 
1972 73 86.9 11 13.1 84 15.6 
1977 97 72.4 37 27.6 134 24.8 
1982 76 54.3 64 45.7 140 26.0 
1987 75 41.4 106 58.6 181 33.6 
Total 321 59.6 218 40.4 539 100.0 
R < .001. 
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table reveals a shift in the gender ratio of higher 
education doctoral recipients over the time period of 1972 
to 1987. The ratio of men to women in the 1972 cohort of 
the current study was over 6.5 to one in favor of men; by 
1987 the ratio was five to seven in favor of women (X2 = 
61.52, d. f. = 3, R < .001). 
The NRC (1988) data reveal a similar trend for the 
same years among all higher education doctoral recipients 
(Table 9). The 1972 ratio of men to women was almost 4.5 to 
one in favor of men. By 1987 the ratio had shifted to a 
little over six to seven in favor of women. This shift was 
statistically significant (X2 = 130.63, d. f. = 3, R < 
. 001) . 
Research in the mid 1980s (Budig et al., 1985; Crosson 
& Nelson, 1986; Gallagher & Hossler, 1986; Grace & Fife, 
1986; stark et al., 1985) indicated that the graduation 
rates of higher education doctoral programs were approaching 
gender parity. Tables 8 and 9 document what these 
researchers suspected. Somewhere between 1982 and 1987 
gender parity was achieved and the balance tipped so that in 
1987, the last year in this study, more women then men 
earned higher education doctorates. National Research 
Council (1988) data indicate that the first time more women 
(50.9%) than men graduated from higher education doctoral 
programs was 1984. In 1985 the balance tipped the other way 
with more men (50.7%) than women graduating from highef 
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Table 9 
Gender of higher education doctoral recipients for the years 
included in the current study by year the doctorate was 
awarded (National Research Council, 1988) 
Gender of Doctoral Recipients 
Male Female Total 
Year n % n % N % 
1972 170 81.7 38 18.3 208 9.7 
1977 511 71.5 204 28.5 715 33.3 
1982 368 56.4 285 43.6 653 30.5 
1987 261 45.9 307 54.1 568 26.5' 
Total 1310 61.1 834 38.9 2144 100.0 
p < .001. 
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education doctoral programs. In 1986, more women (50.6%) 
than men earned higher education doctorates and the 
proportion became more skewed in 1987 with 54.1% of the 
higher education doctorates reported by the NRC for that 
year going to women. The current project found the 
percentage of women receiving higher education doctorates in 
1987 to be higher (58.6%) than that reported by the National 
Research Council. Based on the data from the current study 
and the NRC, it appears that higher education has achieved 
gender parity in the area of doctorates earned each year, a 
balance which continues to elude most other disciplines or 
fields of study but has been typical for the discipline of 
education since 1983 ("Almanac," 1990; National Research 
Council, 1989). 
ETHNIC BACKGROUND 
The data show that higher education doctoral study is 
still pursued primarily by white students (Table 10). 
Although there has been a slight but steady increase in the 
percentage of black students earning a doctorate in higher 
education, this rate of increase is not significant (X2 = 
6.77, d. f. = 6, NS). The number of higher education 
doctoral recipients with other racial heritages is so small 
that they were grouped together in a single category. Only 
those with Asian ancestry showed any hint of increased 
presence among the ranks of higher education doctoral 
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Table 10 
Ethnic proportions of respondents by graduation year 
Ethnicity of Doctoral Recipients 
White Black Othera Total 
Year n % n % n % N % 
1972 74 88.1 4 4.8 6 7.1 84 15.7 
1977 118 89.4 9 6.8 5 3.8 132 24.6 
1982 115 82.7 14 10.1 10 7.2 139 25.8 
1987 149 82.3 22 12.1 10 5.5 181 33.7 
Total 456 85.1 49 9.1 31 5.8 536 100.0 
aincludes American Indian, Asian, Hispanic and Mixed Ethnic 
Background. 
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recipients over the course of the years considered in this 
study (2 in 1972 and 1977, 4 in 1982, and 7 in 1987),· but 
the frequencies in this category are still too small to 
support the suggestion of anything but status quo. 
Table 11, presenting data from the National Research 
council (1988) (X2 = 7.74, d. f. = 4, NS), supports the 
findings of the current study. There has been no 
statistically significant shift in the ethnic blend of the 
higher education doctoral recipients between 1972 and 1987. 
EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Five educational characteristics of the respondents 
will be examined in this section: type of doctorate, 
specialty area of study, enrollment/employment status during 
doctoral study, time required to complete degree, and 
satisfaction with higher education doctorate. These 
characteristics will clarify the educational profile of the 
sample. 
TYPE OF DOCTORATE 
Higher education doctoral recipients earn either a 
Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) or a Doctor of Education 
(Ed.D.). Examination of the data as a whole (Table 12) 
revealed no statistically significant preference (X2 = 4.45, 
d. f. = 3, NS) for either the Ed.D. (50.4%) or the Ph.D. 
(49.6%). The 1972 cohort showed a slight preference for the 
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Table 11 
Ethnic proportions of higher education doctoral recipients 
for the years included in the current study by year the 
doctorate was awarded (National Research Council, 1988) 
Ethnicity of Doctoral Recipients 
White Black Othera Total 
Year n 9-c 0 n % n 9-c 0 N 9-c 0 
1972 nLa n,~ n~~ 208 10.0 1977 565 82.4 13.0 4.6 686 33.1 
1982 505 79.7 84 13.2 45 7.1 634 30.6 
1987 458 84.1 53 9.7 34 6.2 545 26.3 
Total 1528 81.9 226 12.1 111 5.9 2073 100.0 
Note. Information on the ethnic background of the 1972 
cohort was not available. 
aincludes American Indian, Asian, and Hispanic. 
Table 12 
Type of doctorate earned by year the doctorate was awarded 
Type of Doctorate 
Ed.D. Ph.D. Total 
Year n % n % N % 
1972 34 40.4 50 59.6 84 15.7 
1977 71 53.8 61 46.2 132 24.6 
1982 69 49.6 70 50.4 139 25.9 
1987 96 53.0 85 47.0 181 33.8 
Total 270 50.4 266 49.6 536 100.0 
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Ph.D. (59.6%), but the other three cohorts exhibited no such 
preference. Consideration of type of doctorate earned by 
gender also failed to reveal any statistically significant 
relationship (male x2 = 6.12, female x2 = 2.38, d. f. = 3, 
NS). 
SPECIALTY AREA OF STUDY 
Some doctoral programs of study have a depth component 
within them which gives students the opportunity to develop 
proficiency in a specialized area within their field of 
study. Students take several courses within the specialized 
area, thereby developing a concentration or subfield of 
study which satisfies the depth requirement. Of the 
respondents in the current study, over one-fourth (28.5%) 
indicated that they had no concentration or subfield. The 
responses of the remaining participants yielded a list of 34 
different specialty areas. Four percent of those who stated 
that they had a specialty area indicated that they had more 
than one. 
Analysis of doctoral concentration or subfield by 
graduation year cohort (Table 13) did not reveal a 
statistically significant relationship (X2 = 27.12, d. f. = 
24, NS). Those who indicated more than one specialty area 
were retained in a separate category since it was impossible 
to determine which was the primary sub-area of study. The 
146 
Table 13 
_BeSPQndents' doctoral concentration/subfield by graduation year. 
Year of Graduation 
1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
concentration/ 
SUbfield n % n % n % n % N ~ 0 
Academic 16 19.8 25 18.9 21 15.2 41 22.9 103 19.4 Administration 
c. & !./College 14 17.3 19 14.4 18 13.0 15 8.4 66 12.4 
Teaching 
cammunith-Coll. 9 11.1 18 13.6 14 10.1 10 5.6 51 9.6 Adminis ation 
student Affairs 5 6.2 6 4.5 5 3.6 7 3.9 23 4.3 
Administration 
Bus. fFinancial 2 2.5 6 4.5 6 4.3 9 5.0 23 4.3 
Administration 
Adult/Cont. 1 1.2 3 2.3 5 3.6 10 5.6 19 3.6 
F.ducation 
oth~ 15 18.5 13 9.8 17 12.3 28 15.6 73 13.8 
Selected more 3 3.7 7 5.3 7 5.1 4 2.2 21 4.0 
than one option 
No concentration 16 19.7 35 26.5 45 32.6 55 30.7 151 28.5 
or subfield 
Total 81 15.3 132 24.9 138 26.0 179 33.8 530 100.0 
aincludes Institutional Research (13 in entire data set); Higher 
F.ducation Administration (9); state, Regional, or Federal Policy (8); 
legal Issues (4); Academic Librarianship, Counseling, Development, and 
Sociology (3 each) ; 7 other areas (2 each) ; and 13 other areas (1 each) • 
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category "other" includes 28 specialty areas which were each 
selected by 13 or less respondents. 
Academic administration was the most popular subfield 
of study among the respondents to the current study (19.4% 
of the total sample) and this was also true in each 
graduation year cohort year. Curriculum, instruction, or 
college teaching (12.4% of the total sample) was the second 
most popular subfield of study in each cohort. In each 
graduation year, except 1987, community college 
administration (9.6% of the total sample) was the third most 
popular area of concentration. In 1987, adult/continuing 
education (3.6% of the total sample) shared third most 
popular; up from tied for last in 1972. Student affairs 
administration (4.3% of the total sample) fourth most 
popular overall, dropped from fourth in 1972 to sixth in 
1987. 
Table 14 identifies the master's field of study for 
the respondents in the current study by graduation year 
cohort. There is no statistically significant relationship 
(X2 = 12.18, d. f. = 12, NS), yet the table shows that more 
of the higher education doctoral recipients have a master's 
in education (48.1% of the total sample) than any other 
field. Science/math (16.5%) is second largely because of 
the presence in that category of those who earned a master's 
degree in a nursing field. Almost 44% of those included in 
the science/math category earned a master's in nursing. 
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Table 14 
~ter's field of study for the respondents by graduation year 
Year of Graduation 
1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
Master's 
Field of study n % n % n % n % N % 
Education 45 54.9 56 43.1 66 48.5 86 48.3 253 48.1 
Science/Math a 15 18.3 20 15.4 22 16.2 30 16.8 87 16.5 
Social Science 14 17.1 21 16.1 25 18.4 22 12.4 82 15.6 
Business Admi.n. 4 4.9 19 14.6 15 11.0 21 11.8 59 11.2 
Humanities 4 4.9 14 10.8 8 5.9 19 10.7 45 8.6 
Total 82 15.6 130 24.7 136 25.9 178 33.8 526 100.0 
aincludes the field of Nursing which was the area of Master's study 
for 1 in the 1972 cohort, 6 in the 1977 cohort, 11 in the 1982 cohort, 
and 20 in the 1987 cohort. 
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No statistically significant relationship exists when 
considering master's background or doctoral subfield'by 
graduation year. Yet it is possible to make inferences from 
the data. An individual is more likely to enter the 
doctoral program with an education masters than any other. 
This tendency is dramatic, even if not statistically 
significant. Once in the higher education doctoral program, 
the student is likely to develop a subfield of study which 
can be selected from an everwidening array of alternatives. 
ENROLLMENT/EMPLOYMENT STATUS DURING DOCTORAL STUDY 
A drift toward part-time enrollment for higher 
education doctoral students, although not statistically 
significant (X2 = 12.45, d. f. = 6, NS), is evident (Table 
15). In 1972, almost 55% of the higher education doctoral 
recipients had moved through their course of study on a full-
time basis. In comparison, less than 33% of the 1987 cohort 
completed their doctoral studies primarily on a full-time 
basis. 
Table 16 displays the employment status of the sample 
for the current study by graduation year. In 1972, only 47% 
of the respondents were employed full-time throughout their 
doctoral studies. Eighty percent of the 1987 cohort were 
employed full-time during the time that they were enrolled 
in a doctoral program. Analysis of employment status during 
doctoral studies reveals a statistically significant trend 
Table 15 
Enrollment status of respondents durir:g their doctaral st;pqi es. 
arrarged by graduation year 
Year of Graduation 
Em'Ollment 1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
status During 
~ n % n % n % n % N % 
FUll-time 46 54.8 54 41.2 52 37.7 59 32.6 211 39.5 
Part-time 29 34.5 60 45.8 65 47.1 91 50.3 245 45.9 
50% Fr/Pr 9 10.7 17 13.0 21 15.2 31 17.1 78 14.6 
Tot.al 84 15.7 131 24.5 138 25.9 181 33.9 534 100.0 
Table 16 
&JPloyment status of respondents durir:g their doctoral studies. 
arranged by graduation year 
Year of Graduation 
~~ 1972 1977 1982 1987 Total Doctoralll¥J 
studies n % n % n % n % N % 
Full-time 39 47.0 94 71.2 101 73.7 140 80.0 374 71.0 
Part-time 32 38.5 33 25.0 28 20.4 31 17.7 134 25.5 
Uneuployecl 12 14.5 5 3.8 8 5.8 4 2.3 29 5.5 
Total 83 15.7 132 25.1 137 26.0 175 33.2 527 100.0 
J2 < .001. 
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toward full-time employment for the students (X2 = 36.05, d. 
f. = 6, R < • 001) . 
To determine the nature of the relationship between 
employment and enrollment for higher education doctoral 
students, a crosstabulation was calculated for these two 
variables (Table 17). A statistically significant 
relationship was found to exist between the two variables 
cx2 = 112.69, d. f. = 4, p < .001). Generally, there is an 
inverse relationship between employment and enrollment 
status for doctoral students in higher education. Full-time 
employment lends itself to part-time enrollment and vice 
versa. A puzzling observation is the fact that such a large 
percentage of the sample (20.0%) was able to maintain full-
time employment and full-time enrollment throughout their 
doctoral studies. It certainly raises a question of 
definition about the term "full-time." 
TIME REQUIRED TO COMPLETE DEGREE 
Generally, it is taking higher education doctoral 
students longer to earn their degree (Table 18). A 
statistically significant relationship exists between year 
of graduation and the number of years required, from the 
point of first enrolling, to earn a doctorate (X2 = 93.69, 
d. f. = 15, R < .001). In 1972 almost 24% of the higher 
education doctoral recipients graduated after two or less 
years of doctoral study and in 1987 only slightly over 11% 
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Table 17 
crosstabulation of enrollment status by employment status for 
respondents during their doctoral studies 
Fnployment status During Doctoral studies 
Full-time Part-time Unemployed Total 
Enrollment 
status n 9.ca 0 n %a n %a N % 
Full-time 105 28.3 80 64.5 24 82.8 209 39.9 
Part-time 223 60.1 14 11.3 4 13.8 241 46.0 
50% FT/PT 43 11.6 30 24.2 1 3.4 74 14.1 
Total 371 70.8 124 23.7 29 5.5 524 100.0 
<icolumn percentages. 
p < .001. 
Table 18 
The number of years it took respondents to earn a doctorate in higher 
education from the point they first enrolled in the doctoral program 
(Data arranged by graduation year) 
Year of Graduation 
1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
Years to 
~ete 
rate n % n 9.,, 0 n % n % N % 
2 Years or less 20 23.8 12 9.1 14 10.1 11 6.1 57 10.6 
3 Years 36 42.9 64 48.5 35 25.2 31 17.1 166 31.0 
4 Years 10 11.9 26 19.7 26 18.7 38 21.0 100 18.6 
5 Years 5 6.0 16 12.1 26 18.7 27 14.9 74 13.8 
6 Years 7 8.3 6 4.5 19 13.7 23 12.7 55 10.3 
7 Years or More 6 7.1 8 6.1 19 13.7 51 28.2 84 15.7 
Total 84 15.7 132 24.6 139 25.9 181 33.8 536 100.0 
p < .001. 
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graduated in the same time span. Conversely, slightly over 
seven percent of the 1972 higher education doctoral · 
recipients took seven or more years to graduate while over 
28% of the 1987 graduates took that long. 
A sense of an average length of time required to earn 
a doctorate for each cohort year can be determined if the 
value of two years is assigned to the category 11 2 or less" 
and the value of seven years is assigned to the category 11 7 
or more." Even though this truncates the values at the top 
and bottom end of the continuum, it does provide a relative 
sense of the shift in average length of time required to 
complete a higher education doctorate. Accordingly, the 
approximate mean length of time required to complete 
doctoral studies in higher education in 1972 was 3.54 years; 
in 1977 the time required had increased to 3.73 years; in 
1982 it was 4.42 years; and in 1987 the average length of 
time required to complete a higher education doctorate had 
increased to 4.96 years. 
Although configured in a different manner, the data 
from the National Research Council (1988) support the 
current project's observation that it is taking doctoral 
students longer to complete their degree. The NRC data show 
that the median length of time that a higher education 
student was enrolled in classes between completion of the 
baccalaureate degree and the doctorate was 5.90 years for 
1972 graduates, 6.52 years for 1977 graduates, 7.16 years 
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for 1982 graduates, and 7.83 years for 1987 graduates. The 
NRC data and data from the current study reveal that "it is 
generally taking higher education doctoral students longer 
to graduate. 
If it is taking higher education doctoral students 
longer to graduate, then it is likely higher education 
doctoral recipients were graduating at a later age in more 
recent years than in previous years. Table 19 does indeed 
show that higher education doctoral recipients earned their 
degree at a later age in more recent years (X2 = 39.55, d. 
f. = 9, 2 < .001). Almost 74% of the 1972 cohort was 39 
years old or younger upon receipt of the doctorate, while 
less than 36% of the 1987 cohort was in that age category. 
Less than 27% of the 1972 cohort was 40 years of age or 
older when they earned their higher education doctorate; 
more than 64% of the 1987 cohort were in that category. 
Data from the National Research Council (1988) (Table 
20) also reveal a statistically significant trend towards 
older higher education doctoral graduates according to 
graduation year cohort (X2 = 84.13, d. f. = 9, 2 < .001). 
Although the percentages are a bit different, the trend 
visible in Table 20 is similar to the trend in Table 19. 
The average age of higher education doctoral 
recipients in the current study increased over the span of 
the study: The average age for 1972 graduates was 36.2, for 
1977 graduates it was 39.9, for 1982 graduates it was 41.6, 
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Tal)le 19 
'fj;Je of resrondents when doctorate was earned py graduation year_ 
Year of Graduation 
1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
~at Gra tion n % n ~ 0 n ~ 0 n % N ~ 0 
20-29 9 10.7 12 9.2 6 4.3 6 3.3 33 6.2 
30-39 53 63.1 60 46.1 56 40.3 58 32.2 227 42.6 
40-49 15 17.9 40 31.0 55 39.6 84 46.7 194 36.4 
50 and Up 7 8.3 18 13.8 22 15.8 32 17.8 79 14.8 
'lbtal 84 15.8 130 24.4 139 26.1 180 33.8 533 100.0 
Average Age 36.2 39.9 41.6 43.0 
p < .001. 
Table 20 
Age of higher education doctoral recipients when degree was conferred 
(National Research Council, 1988) 
Year of Graduation 
1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
~at Gr tion n % n ~ 0 n ~ 0 n ~ 0 N ~ 0 
20-29 22 10.6 62 8.7 25 3.9 7 1.3 116 5.5 
30-39 114 54.8 359 50.3 307 47.5 231 42.1 1011 47.8 
40-49 58 27.9 206 28.9 218 33.7 243 44.3 725 34.3 
50 and Up 14 6.7 86 12.1 96 14.9 67 12.2 263 12.4 
Total 208 9.8 713 33.7 646 30.6 548 25.9 2115 100.0 
I? < .001. 
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and it was 43.0 for 1987 graduates. It is interesting to 
note that although the average age increased more than one 
year between each graduation year cohort, the average time 
required for a higher education doctoral student to graduate 
increased by less than three-fourths of a year between 
graduation year cohorts. This would suggest that 
individuals who graduated in 1987 waited longer to enter a 
doctoral program than their 1972 counterparts. 
SATISFACTION WITH HIGHER EDUCATION DOCTORATE 
Just less than 50% of all the higher education 
doctoral recipients included in this study would select 
higher education as their major field of study if they were 
able to go back in time and start over (Table 21). Less 
than half of the respondents in each of the 1972 and 1977 
cohorts (47.0% and 40.3% respectively) would definitely 
select higher education as their field of study for doctoral 
work if they were starting over, as compared to 58% of the 
1982 cohort and just under 51% of the 1987 cohort. These 
data reveal, in a statistically significant way (X2 = 14.49, 
d. f. = 6, 2 < .05), respondents' attitude towards doctoral 
study, in general, and doctoral study in higher education, 
in particular. 
The statistical significance of the data in Table 21 
could be partially attributed to larger than expected shifts 
between 1977 and 1982, and 1982 and 1987. In 1977, the 
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Table 21 
Feelings of respondents about seeking a doctorate. if they were able 
to go :back and start over (Data arranged by graduation year) 
Year of Graduation 
Attitude 1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
TOWards 
Doctoral 
study n % n ~ 0 n % n ~ 0 N % 
Definitely 39 47.0 52 40.3 80 58.0 92 50.8 263 49.5 
Higher Fd. (41.1) (63.9) (68.3) (89.6) 
Consider 34 41.0 55 42.6 49 35.5 59 32.6 197 37.1 
other Area (30.8) (47.9) (51.2) (67 .1) 
Probably No 10 12.0 22 17.0 9 6.5 30 16.6 71 13.4 
Doctorate (11.1) (17.2) (18.4) (24.2) 
Total 83 15.6 129 24.3 138 26.0 181 34.1 531 100.0 
Note. 'Ihe values in parentheses are expected frequencies for the cells 
in which they are located. 
2 < .05. 
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actual number of individuals who indicated that they would 
definitely seek a higher education doctorate again, if they 
were starting over, was more than 18% below the expected 
value generated when the chi-square statistic was 
calculated. In 1982, the actual number of individuals who 
would seek a higher education doctorate again was just over 
17% higher than the expected value. In 1977, the actual 
number of individuals who would not seek a doctorate at all, 
if they were starting over, was more than 27% above the 
expected value; in 1982 it was over 51% below the expected 
value; and in 1987 it was nearly 24% above the expected 
value once again. In 1977, the number of individuals who 
would consider pursuing a doctorate in another field was 
almost 15% above the expected value; slightly over four 
percent below the expected value in 1982; and just over 12% 
below the expected value in 1987. 
Generally, it appears that, over time, the option of 
pursuing a doctorate in a different field of study becomes 
less attractive to those holding a higher education 
doctorate. During the time frame of the current study, the 
proportion of the sample which would consider another field 
of study dropped from a high of almost 43% of the 1977 
cohort (it was 41% of the 1972 cohort) to a low of almost 
32% of the 1987 cohort. More of the 1977 higher education 
graduates would consider a field other than higher education 
(42.6%) than would definitely commit to a higher education 
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doctorate (40.3%) if they were starting over. Seventeen 
percent of the 1977 cohort would not seek a doctorate- in any 
field. In contrast, the 1982 graduates are the most 
satisfied, of those in the current study, with their higher 
education doctorate. Fifty-eight percent would select 
higher education as a field of study, if they were starting 
over and less than seven percent would not seek a doctorate 
in any field. 
Of the 196 respondents (37.1% of the sample) in the 
current study who indicated that they would consider another 
field of doctoral study, 131 indicated what that field might 
be (Table 22). Almost 30% of that group indicated that they 
would seek a doctorate in a social science, slightly over 
28% would seek a doctorate in business administration, and 
almost 23% would seek a doctorate in math/science (X2 = 
8.70, d. f. = 12, NS). 
Slightly over 43% (13 out of 30) of those who would 
seek a doctorate in a math/science field would pursue a 
doctorate in nursing. None of the 1972 graduates indicated 
that they would prefer a doctorate in nursing, but almost 
55% (6 out of 11) of those from the 1987 cohort who would 
seek a doctorate in a science/math field would choose 
nursing. Doctoral programs in nursing are a fairly recent 
development and apparently these programs are becoming 
attractive alternatives to higher education doctoral 
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Table 22 
,a:,tential field of doctoral study of those who would seek doctorate in 
field other than Higher Education if they were able to start over 
_1Pa.ta arranged by graduation year) 
Year of Graduation 
1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
Proposed 
Field of study n ~ 0 n % n ~ 0 n ~ 0 N ~ 0 
Social Science 6 30.0 10 23.8 13 41.9 10 26.3 39 29.8 
Business~- 8 40.0 14 33.3 8 25.8 7 18.4 37 28.2 
Science/Math 3 15.0 10 23.8 6 19.3 11 28.9 30 22.9 
Education 2 10.0 6 14.3 2 6.4 7 18.4 17 13.0 
Humanities 1 5.0 2 4.8 2 6.4 3 7.9 8 6.1 
'Ibtal 20 15.3 42 32.0 31 23.7 38 29.0 131 100.0 
~ludes the field of Nursing which would be the field of choice for 
no one in the 1972 cohort, 3 in the 1977 cohort, 4 in the 1982 cohort, 
and 6 in the 1987 cohort. 
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programs as a field of study for nursing professionals who 
seek doctorates. 
Sixty-five respondents in the current study (12.1%) 
indicated that they definitely would not seek a doctorate in 
any field if they were able to start over again. Five more 
respondents (0.9%) indicated that they might not seek a 
doctorate in any field. Of the 70 in the current study who 
indicated that they might or definitely would not not seek a 
doctorate in any field if they were to start over, 30 
(42.9%) were in the 1987 cohort. This suggests that the 
value of the doctorate in general is coming into question 
and certainly that the most recent graduates were more 
likely to have those questions than earlier graduates. It 
is also possible that the benefits of a doctorate will not 
be immediately evident upon graduation. It may take some 
time for graduates to secure employment which they feel is 
comensurate with their educational credentials. Therefore, 
some dissatisfaction among recent graduates would not 
necessarily be surprising. 
Table 23 presents data on the relevance of the higher 
education doctorate to the subsequent professional duties 
and there is no statistically significant relationship to 
2 graduation year (X = 13.51, d. f. = 12, NS). For 
discussion purposes, the "highly relevant" and "relevant" 
categories are merged into one. Almost 72% of the entire 
sample indicated that the higher education doctorate was 
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Table 23 
Relevance of higher education doctorate to subsequent employment of 
respondents by graduation year 
Year of Graduation 
Relevance of 1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
H. E. Doctorate 
to SUbsequent 
Employment n 9.,-0 n % n % n % N % 
Highly Relevant 33 39.8 58 44.6 42 30.9 71 39.4 204 38.6 
Relevant 28 33.7 41 31.5 54 39.7 53 29.4 176 33.3 
SomeWhat Rel. 16 19.3 26 20.0 30 22.1 41 22.8 113 21.4 
Irrelevant 5 6.0 5 3.8 8 5.9 8 4.4 26 4.9 
Uncertain 1 1.2 0 0.0 2 1.5 7 3.9 10 1.9 
Total 83 15.7 130 24.6 136 25.7 180 34.0 529 100.0 
Note. 25% of the cells have an expected frequency< 5. 
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relevant to their subsequent employment. The lowest 
percentage (68.8%) for this category was in the 1987 ·cohort 
and the highest (76.1%) was in the 1977 cohort. 
It is interesting to note that over 22% more of the 
respondents in the current study found the higher education 
doctorate relevant to subsequent employment (71.8%) than 
would definitely seek a higher education doctorate again if 
they were starting over (49.5%). It is reasonable to infer 
from this observation that there is a group of respondents 
in the current study who, despite finding the higher 
education doctorate relevant to their subsequent employment, 
would still consider a doctorate in another field, or no 
doctorate at all. This observation suggests that more 
respondents found the skills developed in their doctoral 
studies to be applicable in their work setting than found 
the degree to have the type of impact on their career that 
they had expected. 
EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS 
The data on employment characteristics of the 
respondents will be presented in three general categories: 
last predoctoral position, first postdoctoral position, and 
current position. Within each of these categories data will 
be presented in such a way as to incorporate some of the 
characteristics from earlier sections of this chapter. 
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LAST PREDOCTORAL POSITION 
Type of Institution. Over 78% of the current study's 
respondents were employed in higher education institutions 
or agencies or associations related to higher education 
immediately prior to enrolling in a doctoral program. 
Thirteen percent were employed in elementary or secondary 
education positions and almost nine percent were employed in 
positions which were unrelated to education (Table 24). 
This information is not statistically significant when 
considered according to graduation year (X2 = 31.05, d. f. = 
21, NS). For the purpose of computing the chi-square 
statistic, all four-year institutions were grouped together. 
In each of the four graduation years, over 75% of the 
respondents indicated that their last predoctoral 
institution of employment was in or related to higher 
education. The largest group in each graduation year cohort 
was employed by four-year institutions, although the 1977 
cohort had almost equal numbers employed in two-year 
institutions. Within higher education, those within the 
category "Undistinguishable" (3.9% of the sample) are 
individuals who were employed in international institutions 
of higher education which could not be more accurately 
coded. Those employed in positions unrelated to higher 
education ranged from a low of 18% of the 1982 cohort to a 
high of over 24% of the 1987 cohort. 
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Table 24 
~ of institution where respondents were employed for last 
nredoctoral oosition by year of graduation 
Year of Graduation 
1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
Type of 
Institution n ~ 0 n ~ 0 n ~ 0 n ~ 0 N % 
Higher Education 66 78.6 103 77.4 114 82.0 134 75.7 417 78.2 
'lwO-year Inst. 10 11.9 48 36.1 36 25.9 42 23.7 136 25.5 
Four-year Inst. 
Undergraduate 10 11.9 5 3.8 13 9.3 16 9.0 44 8.2 
Master Granted 14 16.7 20 15.0 17 12.2 26 14.7 77 14.4 
Doctor Granted 24 28.6 27 20.3 40 28.8 42 23.7 133 24.9 
Undistinguish. 6 7.1 2 1.5 6 4.3 5 2.8 19 3.6 
Board/Asscx::. 2 2.4 1 0.7 2 1.4 3 1.7 8 1.5 
Fduc.--not H. E. 12 14.3 14 10.5 15 10.8 28 15.8 69 13.0 
Not Education 6 7.1 16 12.0 10 7.2 15 8.5 47 8.8 
Total 84 15.8 133 24.9 139 26.1 177 33.2 533 100.0 
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Table 25 indicates gender differences concerning 
respondents' type of institution in which employed prior to 
obtaining their doctorate. This and subsequent 
considerations of gender differences are not broken down by 
graduation year cohort. Such fragmentation of the data 
would preclude statistically accurate analysis since the 
gender balance of earlier graduation year cohorts was so 
dramatically skewed to predominantly male representation 
that expected frequencies would be less than one. However, 
examination of the sample, as a whole, by gender relative to 
this and other variables will provide further insight into 
the impact that gender has on a career in higher education. 
Although no statistically significant relationship 
exists in Table 25 (X2 = 12.18, d. f. = 7, NS), a few 
observations can be made. More men (79.3%) entered a higher 
education doctoral program from a position in higher 
education than did women (76.6%). A larger proportion of 
the men (27.9%) than women (22.0%) were employed in two-year 
institutions immediately prior to doctoral studies. It is 
unlikely that clarification of the type of institution for 
those employed outside the United States (identified in the 
category ''Undistinguishable") would alter that balance since 
so few in that category were women. More women (15.4%) than 
men (11.3%) entered a higher education doctoral program from 
employment in elementary or secondary education. Despite a 
larger proportion of men (9.4%) than women (7.9%) coming to 
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Table 25 
Type of institution where respondents were employed for 
last predoctoral position by gender 
Gender 
Male Female Total 
Type of 
Institution n % n % N % 
Higher Education 253 79.3 164 76.6 417 78.2 
Two-year Inst. 89 27.9 47 22.0 136 25.5 
Four-year Inst. 
Undergraduate 23 7.2 21 9.8 44 8.2 
Master Granted 50 15.7 27 12.6 77 14.4 
Doctor Granted 70 21.9 63 29.4 133 24.9 
Undistinguish. 15 4.7 4 1.9 19 3.6 
Board/Assoc. 6 1.9 2 0.9 8 1.5 
Educ.--not H. E. 36 11.3 33 15.4 69 13.0 
Not Education 30 9.4 17 7.9 47 8.8 
Total 319 59.8 214 40.2 533 100.0 
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doctoral studies from a position unrelated to education 
altogether, more women (23.3%) than men (20.7%) entered 
higher education doctoral programs from positions which were 
unrelated to higher education. 
Functional Area of Employment. Initially, survey 
responses concerning functional area of employment were 
grouped according to the "Codes and Descriptions of 
Administrative Officers" presented in The HEP 1987 Higher 
Education Directory (Torregrosa, 1987). Those responses 
which indicated employment outside higher education were 
subsequently coded according to the occupational categories 
listed in the Dictionary of Occupational Titles (1977). The 
categories within higher education were then merged to 
conform with Carr's (1974) categories within higher 
education. Carr did not give similar consideration to those 
employed outside higher education, so the current study 
retained the Dictionary of Occupational Titles (DOT) 
categories for reporting purposes. 
There was no statistically significant relationship 
(X2 = 25.19, d. f. = 24, NS) between respondents' functional 
area of employment in their last predoctoral position and 
graduation year (Table 26). For the purpose of calculating 
chi-square, the following categories were merged into one 
category: business affairs, adult/continuing education, 
development, and institutional research. All other 
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Table 26 
~ional area of employment for the last predoctoral position of 
respondents by year of graduation 
Year of Graduation 
1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
runctional Area n % n 9.,-0 n 9.,-0 n 9.,-0 N 9.,-0 
Higher Education 64 76.2 102 76.7 110 78.6 136 75.1 412 76.6 
Faculty 22 26.2 44 33.1 46 32.9 49 27.1 161 29.9 
Ac. Affairs 16 19.0 23 17.3 25 17.9 42 23.2 106 19.7 
stu. Affairs 20 23.8 22 16.5 27 19.3 20 11.0 89 16.5 
General Admin. 2 2.4 5 3.8 5 3.6 10 5.5 22 4.1 
Board/Assoc. 2 2.4 1 0.7 3 2.1 4 2.2 10 1.9 
Bus. Affairs 0 0.0 1 0.7 1 0.7 6 3.3 8 1.5 
Adult/cont. Fd. 2 2.4 1 0.7 0 0.0 4 2.2 7 1.3 
Development 0 o.o 2 1.5 3 2.1 0 0.0 5 0.9 
Inst. Research 0 0.0 3 2.3 0 o.o 1 0.5 4 0.7 
outside H. E. 18 21.4 30 22.6 24 17.1 42 23.2 114 21.2 
Educ. (K-12) 12 14.3 13 9.8 14 10.0 26 14.4 65 12.1 
other Prof. 6 7.1 17 12.8 10 7.1 16 8.8 49 9.1 
student 2 2.4 1 0.7 6 4.3 3 1.7 12 2.2 
Total 84 15.6 133 24.7 140 26.0 181 33.7 538 100.0 
Note. 28% of the cells have an expected frequency< 5. 
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categories were retained even though 28% of the cells had an 
expected frequency which was less than five. 
Almost 77% of the respondents indicated that they were 
employed in a position related to higher education 
immediately prior to enrolling in a higher education 
doctoral program. The proportion was very similar for all 
graduation years, ranging from just over 75% in 1987 to 
almost 79% in 1982. 
The leading functional areas of employment were 
faculty, academic affairs, and student affairs. Almost 30% 
of the current study's respondents were employed as faculty 
members, making it the leading functional area. Academic 
affairs was second with almost 20% and student affairs was 
third with 16.5%. These three areas comprised slightly over 
66% of the entire sample. General administration, which 
includes positions such as President, Provost, Assistant to 
the President, Dean of Administration, and members of their 
staff, was fourth on the current study's list with over four 
percent. 
Twelve respondents in the current study (2.2%) 
indicated that they were students in a master's program 
immediately prior to doctoral studies. One person, not 
included in the total for Table 26, indicated that she was 
retired prior to enrolling in a higher education doctoral 
program. 
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The most dramatic observation involves the functional 
area of student affairs. Almost 24% of the current study's 
1972 cohort was employed in student affairs. Only 11% of 
the 1987 cohort was similarly employed. It appears that the 
popularity of the higher education doctorate may have faded 
for student affairs professionals between 1972 and 1987. 
over 21% of the current study's respondents reported 
that their last predoctoral position was outside higher 
education. Slightly over 12% reported employment, during 
that time frame, in elementary and secondary education and 
just over nine percent was employed outside education 
altogether. 
Table 27 shows the functional area of employment for 
respondents who worked outside education just prior to 
doctoral studies. This table details the category "Other 
Professions" in Table 26. Over 37% of this group (3.3% of 
the entire sample} was employed in positions which fall into 
the DOT occupational category of "Managers and Officials" 
and over 31% (2.8% of the entire sample} was employed in 
positions within the category, "Protective Services." 
The occupational categories of Table 27 were broken 
into subcategories to reveal specialized areas of employment 
for the individuals who worked outside education prior to 
higher education doctoral studies. More higher education 
doctoral students came from military service (13 or 2.4% of 
the sample} than any other occupation outside of education. 
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Table 27 
gccupations for last :gredoctoral oosition of those e:mnloyed outside 
education at that time bv year of ffi;:aduation 
Year of Graduation 
1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
~tional Area 
% .9.c .9.c .9.c .9.c outside Higher Fd. n n 0 n 0 n 0 N 0 
Life Sciences 0 o.o 1 6.2 1 10.0 1 6.2 3 6.2 
Psychology 0 1 1 1 3 
Medicine/Health 0 0.0 1 6.2 1 10.0 2 12.5 4 8.3 
Registered Nurses 0 0 1 1 2 
'Iherapists 0 1 0 1 2 
Musemn/Lib. /Archive 0 0.0 0 o.o 0 o.o 2 12.5 2 4.2 
Librarians 0 0 0 2 2 
Religion/'Iheology 2 33.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 6.2 3 6.2 
Clergy 2 0 0 1 3 
Administrative 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 10.0 1 6.2 2 4.2 
Specializations 
Personnel Admin. 0 0 1 1 2 
Managers/Officials 2 33.3 6 37.5 5 50.0 5 31.2 18 37.5 
~rt. /Comm. fut. 0 0 1 0 1 
Wholesale/Retail 0 1 0 0 1 
Fin.finsur./Rl Fst 0 0 1 0 1 
Service Industry 1 3 1 1 6 
Public Admin. 1 2 1 2 6 
Miscellaneous 0 0 1 2 3 
Protective Services 2 33.3 7 43.8 2 20.0 4 25.0 15 31.2 
Police,Detectives 0 1 0 1 2 
Anneci orces 2 6 2 3 13 
Processing 0 0.0 1 6.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.1 
Miscellaneous 0 1 0 0 1 
Total 6 12.5 16 33.3 10 20.8 16 33.3 48 100.0 
Note. 01.i square was not calculated since sample is not large enough 
to pennit use given number of occupational groupings. 
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Hierarchical Level of Employment. From the position 
titles of the respondents, the hierarchical level of · 
employment was identified for those who indicated that they 
were employed in higher education. The typology used by 
carr (1974) was also employed in the current study to 
facilitate comparison between the two projects. Carr's 
typology follows: 
First level--reports to board of trustees or chief 
executive officer of a college or university system 
(e.g., presidents). 
Second level--reports to the chief executive officer 
of the college or university (e.g., vice president, 
assistant to the president). 
Third level--reports to second level administrators 
(e.g., dean, assistant vice president). 
Fourth level--reports to third level administrators 
(e.g., department [chairperson], assistant dean). 
Other staff--includes those positions below the fourth 
level which do not involve teaching as a primary 
function (e.g., research associate, counselor, 
assistant director). 
Faculty--includes all personnel whose primary function 
was teaching (e.g., instructor, assistant professor, 
associate professor, professor) (pp. 39, 41). 
Since the hierarchical level of titles varies from 
institution to institution, reference was made to The HEP 
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1987 Higher Education Directory (Torregrosa, 1987) and.its 
predecessors for the graduation years of the current project 
(HEP, 1983; Podolsky & Smith, 1978; Poole, 1974) to classify 
the positions into hierarchical levels. 
In each graduation year cohort of the current study, 
more of those employed in higher education came to their 
doctoral program from middle management positions (levels 
three and four) than any other level of higher education, 
ranging from a low of almost 28% of the 1972 cohort to a 
high of just under 37% of the 1977 cohort (Table 28). Next 
most prevalent were those who were employed as college and 
university faculty members with the proportion ranging from 
a low of just over 26% of the 1972 cohort to a high of just 
under 33% of the 1982 cohort. The smallest group was the 
lowest level of administration, the group identified as 
"Other--Staff," with only five percent of the current 
study's sample employed at that level just before doctoral 
studies. More (7.4%) came to their doctoral program from a 
senior administrative position (levels one and two, which 
were combined for calculation of the chi-square statistic) 
than from the lowest administrative level. The current 
study had fewer respondents coming to their doctoral program 
from upper and lower administrative levels and 
proportionately more coming from middle management and the 
faculty ranks. There was no significant difference from 
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Table 28 
Hierarchical level of employment for the last predoctoral position of 
respondents by year of graduation 
Year of Graduation 
1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
Hierarchical 
level n ~ 0 n % n ~ 0 n % N ~ 0 
Higher Frlucation 64 76.2 102 76.7 109 77.9 134 74.0 409 76.0 
First level 1 1.2 1 0.7 1 0.7 3 1.7 6 1.1 
Second level 10 11.9 6 4.5 8 5.7 10 5.5 34 6.3 
'!hi.rd level 9 10.7 29 21.8 19 13.6 22 12.1 79 14.7 
Fourth level 15 17.9 20 15.0 30 21.4 38 21.0 103 19.1 
other--staff 7 8.3 4 3.0 5 3.6 11 6.1 27 5.0 
Faculty 22 26.2 42 31.6 46 32.9 50 27.6 160 29.7 
outside H. E. 18 21.4 30 22.6 25 17.9 44 24.3 117 21.8 
student 2 2.4 1 0.7 6 4.3 3 1.7 12 2.2 
Total 84 15.6 133 24.7 140 26.0 181 33.7 538 100.0 
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one graduation year cohort to the next (X2 = 24.14, d. f. = 
18, NS) . 
Although there was no statistical significance (X2 = 
10.17, d. f. = 6, NS) when hierarchical level of employment 
was considered by gender (Table 29), two observations are 
worth noting. First, more of the women in the current study 
(34.1%) entered doctoral studies from a faculty post than 
did men (26.8%). Second, fewer women (4.6%) were employed 
in senior level administrative posts in their last 
predoctoral position than men (9.4%). 
Table 30 considers the possible relationship between 
the hierarchical level of the higher education 
administrative positions and the functional area of those 
positions for respondents' last predoctoral position. The 
first and second hierarchical levels were merged as were the 
fourth and "Other-Staff" levels to compute the chi-square 
statistic. The following functional areas were also merged 
for that computation: business affairs, adult/continuing 
education, development, and institutional research. Thirty-
three percent of the cells had expected frequencies less 
than five. 
Explanation of the significant relationship of the 
data in Table 30 (X2 = 53.84, d. f. = 8, 2 < .001) rests 
largely with the fact that far more of the general 
administrators than statistically expected are also senior 
administrators (hierarchical levels one and two) and far 
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Table 29 
Hierarchical level of employment for the last predoctoral 
position of the respondents by gender 
Gender 
Male Female Total 
Hierarchical 
Level n 9--0 n % N 9--0 
Higher Education 248 77.3 161 74.2 409 76.0 
First Level 5 1. 6 1 0.5 6 1.1 
Second Level 25 7.8 9 4.1 34 6.3 
Third Level 54 16.8 25 11.5 79 14.7 
Fourth Level 64 19.9 39 18.0 103 19.1 
Other--Staff 14 4.4 13 6.0 27 5.0 
Faculty 86 26.8 74 34.1 160 29.7 
outside H. E. 66 20.6 51 23.5 117 21.8 
Student 7 2.2 5 2.3 12 2.2 
Total 321 59.7 217 40.3 538 100.0 
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Table 30 
Hierarchical level by functional area of employment for those employed 
in higher education administration in their last predoctoral position 
Hierarchical Level 
First Second 'Ihird Fourth other 
Level Level Level Level staff Total 
Function. 
~a ~a oa oa ~a Area n n n n n N ~ 0 0 ~ ~ 0 0 
Ac. Aff. 0 o.o 13 12.3 32 30.2 44 41.5 17 16.0 106 43.1 
stu. Aff. 0 0.0 6 6.7 27 30.3 49 55.1 7 7.9 89 36.2 
Gen. Adm. 5 25.0 8 40.0 6 30.0 0 o.o 1 5.0 20 8.1 
Bus. Aff. 0 o.o 1 12.5 5 62.5 1 12.5 1 12.5 8 3.2 
Bd./Asso. 1 14.3 2 28.6 3 42.9 1 14.3 0 o.o 7 2.9 
Ad./C. E. 0 o.o 2 28.6 1 14.3 4 57.1 0 0.0 7 2.9 
Develop. 0 0.0 1 20.0 3 60.0 1 20.0 0 o.o 5 2.0 
Inst. Re. 0 o.o 0 0.0 1 25.0 2 50.0 1 25.0 4 1.6 
Total 6 2.4 33 13.4 78 31.7 102 41.5 27 11.0 246 100.0 
Note. 33% of the cells with expected frequency< 5. 
~ percentages. 
p < .001. 
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fewer than expected are lower-level administrators 
(hierarchical levels four and "Other"). These relationships 
are not surprising. The category "General Administration" 
includes chief executive officers and their administrative 
staff who can only be coded as senior administrators. Also, 
most of the lower-level administrators fit only into other 
functional areas. 
In addition, fewer than statistically expected of the 
student affairs professionals were senior administrators and 
more were lower-level administrators. The meaning of this 
is unclear although one could speculate that lower-level 
student affairs professionals might see the higher education 
doctorate as a means to advance one's career and upper-level 
student affairs professionals are less concerned about this. 
Geographic Mobility. Over time, the distance 
travelled by respondents from their last predoctoral 
position to enroll in their higher education doctoral 
program has declined (Table 31). Larger proportions of the 
more recent graduation year cohorts enrolled in a doctoral 
program within the same state as their last predoctoral 
position of employment. In the 1972 cohort, over 52% stayed 
within the same state (including those who enrolled at the 
same institution) to enroll in their doctoral program and by 
1987 this figure had increased to 71.5%. Not unexpectedly, 
there was a reverse trend among those enrolling in a 
doctoral program from out-of-state. Over 39% of the 1972 
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Table 31 
~tion of respondents' last predoctoral position relative to the 
institution which granted their doctorate (Data arranged by graduation 
Year of Graduation 
Distance from 1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
Institution 
which Granted 
Doctorate n % n ~ 0 n % n % N % 
Same Institution 14 16.7 16 12.3 17 12.2 29 16.2 76 14.3 
Same state 30 35.7 56 43.1 71 51.1 99 55.3 256 48.1 
other state 33 39.3 54 41.5 42 30.2 44 24.6 174 32.7 
International 7 8.3 1 0.8 7 5.0 7 3.9 22 4.1 
Moved Frequently 0 0.0 2 1.5 2 1.4 0 o.o 4 0.8 
Total 84 15.8 130 24.4 139 26.1 179 33.7 532 100.0 
J2 < .025. 
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cohort came from out-of-state and less than 25% of the 1987 
cohort came from out-of-state. This trend was statistically 
2 
significant (X = 20.64, d. f. = 9, 2 < .025). The category 
"Moved Frequently" was developed to accommodate military 
personnel who didn't identify the location of their last 
predoctoral post and this category was combined with the 
category "International" for statistical analysis. 
When the data on geographic mobility were arranged by 
gender, no statistically significant relationship was found 
2 to exist (X = 8.86, d. f. = 4, NS). It is interesting, 
however, to note that more women (69.3%) than men (57.7%) 
stayed within the same state as their last predoctoral 
position of employment to pursue doctoral studies (Table 
32) . 
FIRST POSTDOCTORAL POSITION 
Type of Institution. A significant relationship (X2 = 
37.13, d. f. = 21, 2 < .025) exists between the type of 
institution that employed higher education doctoral 
recipients immediately following the completion of their 
doctoral studies and the year of graduation (Table 33). Two 
conditions produced this level of significance. First, more 
of the 1977 graduates were employed in the community college 
setting than would have been expected statistically. 
Second, more of the more recent graduates were employed 
outside higher education than would have been expected and 
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Table 32 
Location of respondents' last predoctoral position relative 
to the institution which granted their doctorate (Data 
arranged by gender) 
Gender 
Distance from Male Female Total 
Institution 
which Granted 
Doctorate n % n ~ 0 N % 
Same Institution 38 12.0 38 17.7 76 14.3 
Same State 145 45.7 111 51. 6 256 48.1 
Other State 115 36.3 59 27.4 174 32.7 
International 16 5.0 6 2.8 22 4.1 
Moved Frequently 3 0.9 1 0.5 4 0.7 
Total 317 59.6 215 40.4 532 100.0 
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Table 33 
_1YPe of institution where resoondents were employed for first 
I295tdoctoral oosition by year of graduation 
Year of Graduation 
1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
Type of 
Institution n ~ 0 n ~ 0 n % n ~ 0 N % 
Higher Education 78 92.9 110 84.6 114 81.4 132 75.9 434 82.2 
'!Wo-year Inst. 17 20.2 50 38.5 32 22.9 42 24.1 141 26.7 
Four-year Inst. 
Undergraduate 9 10.7 6 4.6 9 6.4 16 9.1 40 7.6 
Master Granted 15 17.9 18 13.8 18 12.9 22 12.6 73 13.8 
Doctor Granted 28 33.3 29 22.3 46 32.9 42 24.1 145 27.5 
Undistinguish. 6 7.1 3 2.3 7 5.0 4 2.3 20 3.8 
Board/Assoc. 3 3.6 4 3.1 2 1.4 6 3.4 15 2.8 
Fduc.--not H. E. 3 3.6 11 8.5 10 7.1 24 13.8 48 9.1 
Not Education 3 3.6 9 6.9 16 11.4 18 10.3 46 8.7 
Total 84 15.9 130 24.6 140 26.5 174 33.0 528 100.0 
l2 < .025. 
184 
fewer of the earlier graduates than statistically expected 
were similarly employed. 
Almost 93% of the 1972 graduates were initially 
employed within higher education. By 1987, the percentage 
had dropped to just under 76%. In that same time span the 
percentage of doctoral recipients employed in education, but 
not higher education, had increased from under four percent 
to almost 14%. 
More of the graduates from the earlier years of the 
current study moved into higher education positions after 
earning their doctorate than was true in later years. 
Although less than 79% of the 1972 cohort were employed in 
higher education prior to doctoral studies in higher 
education, almost 93% of that same group was employed in 
higher education in their first postdoctoral position. A 
similar, but less dramatic, shift was also evident in the 
1977 cohort. However, such a condition did not exist in the 
1982 or 1987 cohorts. Just as many graduates of the 1982 
and 1987 cohorts were employed in higher eduation after 
their doctoral studies as before. 
A larger proportion of the graduation year cohorts in 
Carr's (1974) study and the earliest two cohorts of the 
current study were employed in higher education positions 
after doctoral studies than before, although the difference 
between before and after proportions was progressively 
smaller. For the last two graduation year cohorts of the 
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current study, there was no difference in the proportion 
employed in higher education positions before and after 
doctoral studies. Although a doctorate in higher education 
seemed to be a means for some to gain employment in higher 
education in the 1960s and 1970s, it was no longer true in 
the 1980s according to the current study. 
A statistically significant relationship (X2 = 17.70, 
d. f. = 7, 2 < .025) exists between gender and the type of 
institution for the first postdoctoral position of the 
respondents (Table 34). A number of reasons for this level 
of significance can be identified. First, more women 
(22.3%) and fewer men (14.8%) than statistically expected 
were employed outside higher education upon completion of 
doctoral studies. Second, of those employed in higher 
education in their first postdoctoral position, more women 
(32.7%) and fewer men (24.0%) than would have been expected 
statistically were employed at doctoral granting 
institutions. Third, more men and fewer women than would be 
expected were employed in two-year institutions (29.6% and 
22.3% respectively) and boards or associations (4.1% and 
0.9% respectively). Although not as divergent from expected 
frequencies, more men and fewer women than expected were 
employed in all other areas of higher education in their 
first postdoctoral position. 
Comparing Tables 34 and 25 shows that almost six 
percent more men in the current study were employed in 
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Table 34 
Type of institution where respondents were employed for 
first postdoctoral position by gender 
Gender 
Male Female Total 
Type of 
Institution n ~ 0 n % N % 
Higher Education 270 85.2 164 77.7 434 82.2 
Two-year Inst. 94 29.6 47 22.3 141 26.7 
Four-year Inst. 
Undergraduate 25 7.9 15 7.1 40 7.6 
Master Granted 47 14.8 26 12.3 73 13.8 
Doctor Granted 76 24.0 69 32.7 145 27.5 
Undistinguish. 15 4.7 5 2.4 20 3.8 
Board/Assoc. 13 4.1 2 0.9 15 2.8 
Educ.--not H. E. 22 6.9 26 12.3 48 9.1 
Not Education 25 7.9 21 10.0 46 8.7 
Total 317 60.0 211 40.0 528 100.0 
p < .025. 
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higher education after higher education doctoral studiesthan 
before. Women, on the other hand, showed less than a two 
percent increase. It is also interesting to note that more 
women were employed outside education altogether after 
doctoral studies (10.0%) than before (7.9%). This was not 
true for men as over nine percent were employed outside 
education before doctoral studies and less than eight 
percent were similarly employed after doctoral studies. 
over time, it appears that fewer individuals who earn 
a higher education doctorate are working in higher education 
after graduation. The data suggest that this effect may be 
more dramatic for women than men. 
Functional Area of Employment. In Table 35, the 
functional area of employment for the first postdoctoral 
position of employment is presented by graduation year of 
the respondents. This table focuses on those employed in 
higher education. (One respondent claimed to be retired and 
another was unemployed after completion of doctoral studies; 
they are therefore excluded from further analysis in this 
and subsequent tables related to first postdoctoral position 
of employment.) Chi-square was calculated using the same 
groupings as in Table 26 and the results were not 
statistically significant (X2 = 27.01, d. f. = 21, NS). 
Almost 27% of the respondents were employed as higher 
education faculty in their first postdoctoral position and 
over 26% were employed in academic affairs positions. Just 
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Table 35 
~ional area of employment for the first postdoctoral position of 
respondents by graduation year 
Year of Graduation 
1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
Functional Area n 9.,-0 n % n 9.,-0 n 9.,-0 N 9.,-0 
Higher Education 77 91.7 111 85.4 114 81.4 137 77.4 439 82.7 
Faculty 24 28.6 33 25.4 37 26.4 49 27.7 143 26.9 
Ac. Affairs 22 26.2 35 26.9 36 25.7 46 26.0 139 26.2 
stu. Affairs 17 20.2 19 14.6 22 15.7 18 10.2 76 14.3 
General Admin. 4 4.8 10 7.7 5 3.6 2 1.1 21 3.9 
Board/Assoc. 3 3.6 5 3.8 2 1.4 8 4.5 18 3.4 
Inst. Research. 3 3.6 3 2.3 2 1.4 4 2.3 12 2.3 
Development 1 1.2 2 1.5 7 5.0 2 1.1 12 2.3 
Bus. Affairs 1 1.2 2 1.5 3 2.1 5 2.8 11 2.1 
Adult/Cont. Ed. 2 2.4 2 1.5 0 0.0 3 1.7 7 1.3 
outside H. E. 7 8.3 19 14.6 26 18.6 40 22.6 92 17.3 
Educ. (K-12) 4 4.8 10 7.7 10 7.1 20 11.3 44 8.3 
other Prof. 3 3.6 9 6.9 16 11.4 20 11.3 48 9.0 
Total 84 15.8 130 24.5 140 26.4 177 33.3 531100.0 
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over 14% were employed in student affairs positions. Almost 
two-thirds of the entire sample were employed in positions 
which fall into one of these three categories. 
As with the last predoctoral position, the functional 
area of student affairs showed the most dramatic movement 
between 1972 and 1987 in the current study. In 1972, the 
proportion of the cohort employed in student affairs was the 
highest (20.2%) and the size of the proportion dropped over 
the years to just over 10% in 1987. 
over 17% of the respondents reported that their first 
postdoctoral position was outside higher education. In each 
subsequent graduation year cohort, a larger proportion found 
their first postdoctoral position outside higher education. 
Just over eight percent of the 1972 cohort were employed 
outside higher education after graduation as compared to 
almost 23% of the 1987 cohort. 
Comparing Table 35 with Table 26 reveals some 
interesting shifts from last predoctoral to first 
postdoctoral functional areas of employment. First, 
although ''faculty" is the leading functional area in both 
tables, three percent less of the respondents were employed 
in this functional area in their first postdoctoral position 
than in their last predoctoral position. There was a slight 
increase in the 1972 cohort (2.4%), decreases in the 1977 
and 1982 cohorts (7.7% and 6.5% respectively), and no change 
in the 1987 cohort. 
190 
second, there was a 6.5% increase, from last 
predoctoral position to first postdoctoral position, in the 
number of respondents from the current study who were 
employed in academic affairs. Although this increase did 
not change the place of academic affairs on the list of 
first postdoctoral functional areas as compared to the list 
of last predoctoral functional areas, it did move that 
category into a very close second. In every graduation year 
cohort, more respondents were employed in academic affairs 
after doctoral studies than before. The increase ranged 
from almost three percent for the 1987 cohort to almost 10% 
for the 1977 cohort. The differences in the size of the 
increase were almost entirely due to fluctuations from 
cohort to cohort in the predoctoral proportion employed in 
academic affairs. The predoctoral proportions ranged from a 
low of 17.3% in 1977 to a high of 23.2% in 1987 whereas the 
postdoctoral proportions ranged from a low of 25.7% in 1982 
to a high of 26.9% in 1977. 
Third, there was more than a two percent decrease in 
the proportion of the current study's respondents who 
indicated that their first postdoctoral functional area of 
employment was in student affairs as compared to those who 
claimed similar employment in their last predoctoral 
position. Both the predoctoral and the postdoctoral 
proportions employed in student affairs decreased in size 
during the 15 years covered by the study and in each 
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graduation year cohort there were fewer employed in student 
affairs after graduation than before. This had no impact on 
the relative order of functional areas of employment for the 
first postdoctoral position of the respondents as compared 
to the last predoctoral position. "Student affairs" was the 
third leading functional area of employment in both. 
This information shows that more of the respondents in 
every graduation year were employed in academic affairs 
after their doctorate than before. On the other hand, in 
every cohort year fewer respondents were employed in student 
affairs after their doctorate than before. The "Faculty" 
category presented no consistent pattern. All of this 
suggests that a higher education doctorate might be seen as 
a means to enter academic administration and a means to move 
from student affairs. 
Nine percent of the current study's respondents 
reported employment in functional areas outside education 
altogether. Table 36 shows the functional area of 
employment for those in the current project who worked 
outside education in their first postdoctoral position. 
This table details the category "Other Professions" in Table 
35. Two-thirds of this group (6.0% of the entire sample) 
were employed in positions which fall in the DOT 
occupational category of "Managers and Officials". If this 
category were inserted into Table 35 it would be the fifth 
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Table 36 
_QCCUJ;;>ations for first postdoctoral oosition of those ernoloyed outside 
education at that time bv graduation year 
Year of Graduation 
1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
~tional Area 
outside Higher Fd. n % n % n % n % N % 
Architecture/Engi- 0 0.0 1 11.1 0 o.o 0 0.0 1 2.1 
neerirg/SUrveying 
survey /cartography 0 1 0 0 1 
Life Sciences 0 0.0 2 22.2 1 6.2 1 5.0 4 8.3 
Psychology 0 2 1 1 4 
Medicine/Health 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 o.o 2 10.0 2 4.2 
Registered Nurses 0 0 0 2 2 
law/Jurisprudence 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 6.2 0 1 2.1 
lawyers 0 0 1 0 
Religion/'Iheology 1 33.3 0 0.0 1 6.2 0 o.o 2 4.2 
Cl~ 0 0 1 0 1 Misce laneous 1 0 0 0 1 
Administrative 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 6.2 1 5.0 2 4.2 
Specializations 
Personnel Admin. 0 0 1 1 2 
Managers/Officials 2 66.7 6 66.7 11 68.7 13 65.0 32 66.7 
Wholesale/Retail 0 1 3 2 6 
Fin./Insur./Rl Est 0 0 1 0 1 
Service Incfustcy 1 3 5 4 13 
Public Admin. 1 1 1 2 5 
Miscellaneous 0 1 1 5 7 
Protective Services 0 o.o 0 0.0 1 6.2 3 15.0 4 8.3 
Police,Detectives 0 0 1 1 2 
Armed orces 0 0 0 2 2 
Total 3 6.2 9 18.8 16 33.3 20 41.7 48 100.0 
Note. Chi square was not calculated since sample is not large enough 
to permit use given mnnber of occupational groupings. 
leading first postdoctoral functional area of employment 
whether inside or outside of higher education. 
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Table 36 breaks the occupational categories into 
subcategories to reveal specialized areas of employment for 
the individuals who entered employment outside higher 
education after receiving a doctorate in higher education. 
More higher education doctoral recipients gained employment 
as managers or officials in a service industry (13 or 2.4% 
of the entire sample), such as corrections, health care, or 
travel, than any other occupation outside of education. All 
of the individuals identified as miscellaneous managers or 
officials, the second largest group (7 or 1.3% of the entire 
sample), were consultants. 
Comparing Table 36 with Table 27 reveals that the two 
leading last predoctoral functional areas of employment 
outside education were also the categories which showed the 
most dramatic change when compared to those same areas for 
the first postdoctoral positions. The "Managers or 
Officials" category remained the largest category and it 
also showed the largest increase (2.6% of the entire sample) 
from last predoctoral to first postdoctoral position. On 
the other hand, "Protective Services", the second largest 
predoctoral functional area showed the largest drop (2.1% of 
the entire sample) from last predoctoral to first 
postdoctoral position. 
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Comparison of the last predoctoral functional area of 
employment with the first postdoctoral functional area of 
employment (Table 37) revealed a very strong statistical 
relationship (X2 = 753.49, d. f. = 20, 2 < .001). Several 
categories had to be merged so that their size was 
sufficiently large to permit the use of the chi-square 
statistic. The categories of business affairs, 
adult/continuing education, institutional research, and 
general administration were combined as were the categories 
board/association, education (K-12), and other professions. 
The percentages presented in Table 37 permit 
consideration of the proportion of respondents in any 
predoctoral functional area that were employed in any 
postdoctoral functional area. These percentages will reveal 
the proportion of those in any predoctoral functional area 
who remained in the same functional area after completion of 
doctoral studies and it will identify the other functional 
areas in which the rest were employed after doctoral 
studies. 
The primary reason for the high chi-square value in 
Table 37 is the fact that most of the respondents stayed in 
the same functional area of employment after doctoral 
studies as before. This tendency resulted in frequencies 
far higher than the expected frequencies for those cells in 
Table 37 and frequecies lower than the expected frequencies 
in many of the other cells. 
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Table 37 
~ional area of employment for the last predoctoral position of 
respondents by functional area of employment for the first postdoctoral 
position of respondents 
First Postdoctoral Posit'n F\mctional Area 
H. E. H. E. H. E. H. E. 
Faculty Ac. Aff. stu. Aff. Gen. Adm. Totala 
Last Predoctoral 
Position 9.,-b ~b ob %b Functional Area n n n n N 9.,-0 0 '1> 0 
Higher Education 127 31.4 125 30.9 68 16.8 16 3.9 405 77.1 
Faculty 111 68.9 32 19.9 4 2.5 3 1.9 161 30.8 
Ac. Affairs 7 6.8 80 77.7 2 1.9 0 0.0 103 19.7 
stu. Affairs 6 7.0 5 5.8 60 69.8 1 1.2 86 16.4 
General Admin. 2 9.1 4 18.2 1 4.5 11 50.0 22 4.2 
Board/Assoc. 0 o.o 2 22.2 0 0.0 0 o.o 9 1.7 
Bus. Affairs 0 0.0 2 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 8 1.5 
Adult/Cont. F.d. 0 0.0 0 o.o 0 0.0 1 14.3 7 1.3 
Development 0 o.o 0 o.o 1 20.0 0 o.o 5 1.0 
Inst. Research. 1 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 0.8 
outside H. E. 11 10.3 11 10.3 6 5.6 5 4.7 107 20.5 
F.duc. (K-12) 3 4.7 8 12.5 4 6.2 0 o.o 64 12.2 
Other Prof. 8 18.6 3 7.0 2 4.6 5 11.6 43 8.2 
student 5 45.4 1 9.1 1 9.1 0 o.o 11 2.1 
Total 143 27.3 137 26.2 75 14.3 21 4.0 523 100.0 
~l of all categories in this table, not just those on this page. 
~ percentages. 
p < .001. 
(table continues) 
196 
First Postdoctoral Posit'n Functional Area 
H. E. H. E. H. E. H. E. 
Bd. /Ass. Bus. Aff. Ad./C. E. Develop. Totala 
LaSt Predoctoral 
Position 
%b ~b ~b ob Functional Area n n 0 n 0 n -5 N % 
Higher Education 13 3.2 9 2.2 6 1.5 9 2.2 405 77.4 
Faculty 2 1.2 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 0.6 161 30.8 
Ac. Affairs 0 0.0 2 1.9 2 1.9 1 LO 103 19.7 
stu. Affairs 3 3.5 1 1.2 0 o.o 2 2.3 86 16.4 
General Admin. 2 9.1 1 4.5 0 0.0 1 4.5 22 4.2 
Board/ Assoc. 6 66.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 9 1.7 
Bus. Affairs 0 0.0 5 62.5 0 o.o 0 o.o 8 1.5 
Adult/Cont. Fd. 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 42.9 0 o.o 7 1.3 
Development 0 0.0 0 o.o 0 o.o 4 80.0 5 1.0 
Inst. Research 0 o.o 0 o.o 0 0.0 0 o.o 4 0.8 
outside H. E. 5 4.7 1 0.9 1 0.9 1 0.9 107 20.5 
Educ. (K-12) 3 4.7 1 1.6 0 0.0 1 1.6 64 12.2 
other Prof. 2 4.6 0 0.0 1 2.3 0 0.0 43 8.2 
student 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 9.1 11 2.1 
Total 18 3.4 10 1.9 7 1.3 11 2.1 523 100.0 
~tal of all categories in this table, not just those on this page. 
~ percentages. 
p < .001. 
(table continues) 
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1st Postdoc. Pos. Fune. Area 
H. E. Education Other 
Inst. Res Not H. E. Prof. Totala 
Last Predoctoral 
Position 
%b %b ob Functional Area n n n ~ N % 
Higher Education 10 2.5 3 0.7 19 4.7 405 77.4 
Faculty 0 o.o 1 0.6 6 3.7 161 30.8 
Ac. Affairs 3 2.9 2 1.9 4 3.9 103 19.7 
Stu. Affairs 3 3.4 0 o.o 5 5.8 86 16.4 
General Admin. 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 o.o 22 4.2 
Board/Assoc. 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 11.1 9 1.7 
Bus. Affairs 1 12.5 0 0.0 0 o.o 8 1.5 
Adult/Cont. Ed. 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 42.9 7 1.3 
Development 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 1.0 
Inst. Research 3 75.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 0.8 
Outside H. E. 2 1.9 39 36.4 25 23.4 107 20.5 
Educ. (K-12) 1 1. 6 39 60.9 4 6.2 64 12.2 
Other Prof. 1 2.3 0 0.0 21 48.8 43 8.2 
Student 0 o.o 1 9.1 2 18.2 11 2.1 
Total 12 2.3 43 8.2 46 8.8 523 100.0 
a Total of all categories in this table, not just those on 
this page . bRow percentages. 
R < • 001. 
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over 65% of the sample (343 of 523) stayed in the same 
functional area of employment after doctoral studies -as 
before. Within higher education, almost 70% (283 of 405) 
did not change functional areas of employment after earning 
their doctorate, ranging from a high of 80% for the 
functional area of development to a low of just under 43% 
for the functional area of adult and continuing education. 
When the four leading predoctoral functional areas of 
employment are considered, the proportions of respondents in 
these groups staying in the same functional area after 
doctoral studies ranged from a high of almost 78% for 
academic affairs to a low of 50% for general administration. 
Almost 69% of those employed as faculty and almost 70% of 
those employed as student affairs professionals prior to 
doctoral studies were still employed in the same functional 
areas after doctoral studies. 
Almost 60% (64 of 107) of those employed outside 
higher education prior to earning a doctorate in higher 
education were still employed outside higher education after 
earning the doctorate. Nearly 61% of those employed in 
elementary or secondary education prior to doctoral studies 
were still employed there after doctoral studies were 
completed; almost 49% of those employed outside education 
prior to doctoral studies were still similarly employed 
afterwards. Of those not employed in higher education prior 
to doctoral studies more, who were employed in higher 
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education upon earning the doctorate, found work in a higher 
education board or association, or general administration. 
Almost 24% of those employed in general administration after 
earning their doctoral degree were employed outside higher 
education prior to doctoral studies. Nearly 28% of those 
employed in a government board or professional association 
after doctoral studies were employed outside higher 
education prior to doctoral studies. 
Less than 20% of those employed in each of the other 
higher education functional areas after doctoral studies 
were employed outside higher education prior to doctoral 
studies with the functional areas of student affairs, 
academic affairs, and faculty having the smallest 
proportions. Just over 10% of those working as faculty 
members or academic administrators and under six percent of 
the student affairs professionals after earning a higher 
education doctorate were not employed in higher education 
prior to doctoral studies. 
Slightly over five percent of those who were employed 
in a functional area within higher education prior to 
doctoral studies were employed outside higher education 
after the doctorate was earned. Most who were in higher 
education prior to doctoral studies stayed there after 
earning their doctorate. Those who did leave higher 
education upon completion of their doctorate comprised 
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almost 25% of those employed outside higher education after 
earning a higher education doctorate. 
Almost 73% of those who were masters students prior to 
doctoral studies in higher education gained employment 
within higher education after the doctorate was earned. The 
largest proportion of this group (45.4%) entered the higher 
education faculty ranks after they earned their doctorate. 
Most of the respondents in the current study stayed 
within the same functional area of employment after 
completion of their doctorate. Most who were in higher 
education stayed within higher education and most who were 
outside higher education stayed outside. This pattern 
suggests that the higher education doctorate may be less of 
a passkey into higher education, less of a means to move 
from one functional area to another, and more of a means for 
maintaining employment within a particular functional area. 
In Table 38, the first postdoctoral position's 
functional area for the current study's sample was 
considered against the type of doctorate earned by the 
respondents. Two chi-square statistics were calculated; one 
for the entire sample (X2 = 26.67, d. f. = 10, R < .005) and 
one for the segment of the sample which was employed within 
higher education immediately after doctoral studies (X2 = 
17.01, d. f. = 8, R < .05). Both statistics suggest 
significant relationships, although the relationship is 
stronger when the entire sample is considered. 
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Table 38 
Functional area of emQloyment for the first Qostdoctoral 
12osition of resQondents by ty:Qe of doctorate 
Type of Doctorate 
Ed.D. Ph.D. Total 
Functional Area n ~a 0 n %a N ~ 0 
Higher Education 214 48.7 225 51.3 439 82.8 
Faculty 84 58.7 59 41.3 143 27.0 (69.7) (73.3) 
Ac. Affairs 65 46.8 74 53.2 139 26.2 (67.8) (71.2) 
Stu. Affairs 31 41.3 44 58.7 75 14.1 (36.6) (38.4) 
General Admin. 10 47.6 11 52.4 21 4.0 (10.2) (10.8) 
Board/Assoc. 10 55.6 8 44.4 18 3.4 (8.8) (9.2) 
Development 5 38.5 8 61.5 13 2.4 (6.3) (6.7) 
Inst. Research 1 8.3 11 91.7 12 2.3 (5.8) (6.2) 
Bus. Affairs 4 36.4 7 63.6 11 2.1 (5.4) ( 5. 6) 
Adult/Cont. Ed. 4 57.1 3 42.9 7 1.3 (3.4) ( 3. 6) 
Outside H. E. 54 59.3 37 40.7 91 17.2 
Educ. iK-12) 32 72.7 12 27.3 44 8.3 
Other rof. 22 46.8 25 53.2 47 8.9 
Total 268 50.6 262 49.4 530 100.0 
Note. The values in parentheses are expected frequencies 
for calculating x2 of higher education positions. 
aRow Percentages. 
R < .005. R < .05 for higher education positions only. 
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The reason for the stronger relationship existing 
within the entire sample is that far more than statistically 
expected of the doctoral recipients who were employed as 
elementary or secondary educators in their first 
postdoctoral position earned an Ed.D. (72.7%) instead of a 
Ph.D. (27.3%). The strong statistical relationship which 
exists between employment in elementary or secondary 
education and receipt of an Ed.D. also has an interesting 
effect on the number of Ed.D.'s earned in comparison to the 
number of Ph.D.'s earned by those employed within higher 
education, according to the current study's sample. 
Slightly more than half of the entire sample earned an 
Ed.D. Yet when those employed outside higher education in 
their first postdoctoral position were removed from 
consideration, less than 49% of the remainder (those 
employed within higher education) earned an Ed.D. 
Therefore, the current study suggests that those earning an 
Ed.D. in higher education are less likely than those earning 
a Ph.D. to be employed in higher education after completion 
of doctoral studies. 
Table 38 yields other information which further 
informs the discussion of degree preference relative to 
employment within higher education. Both chi-square 
statistics which were calculated revealed the same 
relationship pattern. Within higher education, there are 
only three functional areas where more Ed.D. recipients were 
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employed than would be statistically expected. Two of those 
areas, "Adult and Continuing Education" (57.1%) and "Board 
or Association" (55.6%), were by the slimmest of margins--
essentially equal to the expected frequency in both cases. 
Only within the functional area of "Faculty" was the 
actual frequency of Ed.D. recipients (58.7%) markedly higher 
than the expected frequency. In fact, it was the 
distribution of doctoral types in this functional area which 
resulted in the statistical significance of the chi-square 
statistic calculated for the segment of the sample employed 
within higher education immediately following completion of 
doctoral studies. Removing the faculty from consideration 
and calculating a new chi-square for those employed in 
administrative functional areas within higher education 
yielded no statistical significance (X2 = 9.09, d. f. = 7, 
NS). 
Although most of the functional areas in Table 38 had 
a higher actual frequency of Ph.D. recipients than 
statistically expected, only in the area of "Institutional 
Research" was the disparity dramatic. Only one of the 12 
individuals employed in institutional research immediately 
after completing doctoral studies had earned an Ed.D. 
(8.3%). Information in Table 37 reveals that only three of 
the 12 were employed in institutional research prior to 
doctoral studies, suggesting a rather strong degree 
preference for those entering that functional area upon 
graduation. 
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In summary, there were slightly more Ed.D. than Ph.D. 
recipients within the entire sample of the current study and 
slightly more Ph.D. than Ed.D. recipients among those in the 
current study who worked within higher education in their 
first postdoctoral position. Furthermore, within higher 
education there was a statistically significant relationship 
between first postdoctoral functional area of employment and 
degree earned which is primarily attributable to the 
predominance of Ed.D. recipients employed as faculty members 
at colleges or universities. When those employed in faculty 
positions are removed from consideration, no statistically 
significant relationship exists at the .05 confidence level 
which would suggest that both degrees might have the same 
effect on securing postdoctoral employment in higher 
education administration. Nothing in this analysis supports 
the generalization, reported by Dill and Morrison (1985), 
that the Ph.D. is the degree which will have the more 
positive impact upon one's career. 
Analysis of the first postdoctoral functional area of 
employment according to doctoral concentration or subfield 
of study (Table 39) revealed a statistically significant 
relationship (X2 = 66.15, d. f. = 21, R < .001). Only those 
who identified an area of concentration were included in 
this tablulation. It was necessary to combine the doctoral 
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Table 39 
~ional area of employment for the first oostdoctoral oosition of 
respondents by concentration/subfield of study in doctoral program 
Doctoral concentration/SUbfield 
c. & I./ Conmmity Business/ 
Academic College College Financial 
Admin. Teaching Admin. Admin. Totala 
1st Postdoctoral 
Position 
%b ob %b %b FUnctional Area n n 1> n n N % 
Higher Education 85 82.5 52 81.3 45 90.0 22 95.7 321 85.6 
Ac. Affairs 37 35.9 14 21.9 22 44.0 5 21.7 105 28.0 
Faculty 22 21.4 32 50.0 6 12.0 4 17.4 98 26.1 
stu. Affairs 8 7.8 3 4.7 8 16.0 8 34.8 55 14.7 
General Admin. 5 4.9 2 3.1 5 10.0 2 8.7 17 4.5 
Board/Assoc. 3 2.9 0 o.o 1 2.0 1 4.3 12 3.2 
Inst. Research 5 4.9 0 o.o 0 0.0 0 o.o 10 2.7 
Bus. Affairs 2 1.9 0 0.0 1 2.0 2 8.7 9 2.4 
Development 1 1.0 0 0.0 2 4.0 0 o.o 8 2.1 
Adult/Cont. Fd. 2 1.9 1 1.6 0 o.o 0 0.0 7 1.9 
outside H. E. 18 17.5 12 18.7 5 10.0 1 4.3 54 14.4 
Educ. (K-12) 8 7.8 7 10.9 3 6.0 0 o.o 27 7.2 
other Prof. 10 9.7 5 7.8 2 4.0 1 4.3 27 7.2 
Total 103 27.5 64 17.1 50 13.3 23 6.1 375 100.0 
Note. 34% of the cells with expected frequency< 5. 
~tal of all categories in this table, not just those on this page. 
b Coll.lll1I1 percentages. 
:p < .001. 
(table continues) 
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Doctoral Concentration/SUbfield 
student Adult/ Selected 
Affairs Cont. More 'lhan 
Admin. Education other 1 Option 'Ibtala 
1st Postdoctoral 
Position 
%b ob ~b %b F\lnC"tional Area n n -'6 n 0 n N % 
Higher Education 21 91.3 13 68.4 62 86.1 21100.0 321 85.6 
Ac. Affairs 1 4.3 5 26.3 16 22.2 5 23.8 105 28.0 
Faculty 4 17.4 4 21.0 18 25.0 8 38.1 98 26.1 
stu. Affairs 16 69.7 0 o.o 10 13.9 2 9.5 55 14.7 
General Admin. 0 0.0 1 5.3 1 1.4 1 4.8 17 4.5 
Board/Assoc. 0 0.0 1 5.3 5 6.9 1 4.8 12 3.2 
Inst. Research 0 o.o 1 5.3 4 5.6 0 0.0 10 2.7 
Bus. Affairs 0 o.o 0 0.0 3 4.2 1 4.8 9 2.4 
Development 0 0.0 1 5.3 2 2.8 2 9.5 8 2.1 
Adult/Cont. Fd. 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 4.2 1 4.8 7 1.9 
outside H. E. 2 8.7 6 31.6 10 13.9 0 0.0 54 14.4 
Fduc. (K-12) 2 8.7 3 15.8 4 5.6 0 0.0 27 7.2 
other Prof. 0 0.0 3 15.8 6 8.3 0 0.0 27 7.2 
'Ibtal 23 6.1 19 5.1 72 19.2 21 5.6 375 100.0 
Note. 34% of the cells with expected frequency< 5. 
~tal of all categories in this table, not just those on this page. 
bColumn percentages. 
2 < .001. 
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subfields of "Student Affairs Administration, "Business or 
Financial Administration, and "Adult/Continuing Education" 
with the categories "Selected More Than One Option" and 
"Other" for computation of the chi-square statistic. Thirty-
four percent of the cells have an expected frequency less 
than five. 
The subfields of "Curriculum, Instruction, and College 
Teaching" and the category consisting of the various 
combined subfields had the strongest relationship to a 
functional area of employment for doctoral recipients' first 
postdoctoral position. More faculty than would be 
statistically expected had a doctoral subfield of 
"Curriculum, Instruction, or College Teaching" (50%) and 
almost 70% of those employed in student affairs positions 
had a doctoral subfield of "Student Affairs Administration", 
which was included in the combined category of subfields. 
Although not as strong, a relationship was also evident 
between the subfields of "Community College Administration" 
and "Academic Administration" and the functional area of 
"Academic Affairs'' (44.0% and 35.9% respectively). 
A relationship was found to exist between the subfield 
of "Business or Financial Administration" and the functional 
area of "Student Affairs". More of the current study's 22 
respondents, who claimed a doctoral subfield of "Business or 
Financial Administration", found employment immediately 
after doctoral studies in the functional area of "Student 
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Affairs" (34.8%) than any other functional area, including 
"Business Affairs" (8.7%) which was fourth. Only two of the 
11 respondents employed in business affairs in their first 
postdoctoral position had a doctoral subfield of "Business 
or Financial Administration". Although it is possible that 
the other nine did not have such a subfield because their 
doctoral program did not offer it, it is just as likely that 
those employed in business affairs after earning their 
doctorate had found other ways to develop their business 
skills--possibly a baccalaureate or masters degree in a 
business-related field of study. The "Business and 
Financial Administration" subfield of study may have been 
sought mostly by those working in functional areas other 
than "Business Affairs" to cultivate an awareness of the 
business and financial aspects of higher education. 
Hierarchical Level of Employment. In each graduation 
year cohort of the current study, more of those employed in 
higher education immediately after their doctoral studies 
were employed in middle management (levels three and four) 
than any other level of higher education, ranging from a 
high of over 43% of the 1977 cohort to a low of 34% of the 
1987 cohort. Next most prevalent were those who were 
employed as college or university faculty members, ranging 
from a high of just under 29% of the 1972 cohort to a low of 
just over 25% of the 1977 cohort (Table 40). 
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Table 40 
Hierarchical level of employment for the first postdoctoral position 
of respondents by graduation year 
Year of Graduation 
1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
Hierarchical 
level n % n % n % n ~ 0 N ~ 0 
Higher Education 77 91.7 110 84.6 114 81.4 134 75.7 435 81.9 
First level 2 2.3 2 1.5 1 0.7 2 1.1 7 1.3 
second level 13 15.5 13 10.0 13 9.3 12 6.8 51 9.6 
'!bird level 17 20.2 27 20.8 19 13.6 21 11.9 84 15.8 
Fourth level 15 17.9 29 22.3 38 27.1 41 23.1 123 23.2 
other--staff 6 7.1 6 4.6 6 4.3 9 5.1 27 5.1 
Faculty 24 28.6 33 25.4 37 26.4 49 27.7 143 26.9 
outside H. E. 7 8.3 20 15.4 26 18.6 43 24.3 96 18.1 
Total 84 15.8 130 24.5 140 26.4 177 33.3 531100.0 
210 
Two trends, although not statistically significant, 
are evident (X2 = 22.53, d. f. = 15, NS). (For the purpose 
of calculating the chi square statistic, the first and 
second levels were combined as senior administrative 
positions.) First, a smaller percentage of each subsequent 
graduation year cohort found initial postdoctoral employment 
in a senior-level administrative position. Almost 18% of 
the 1972 cohort was employed in a senior administrative 
position, whereas less than eight percent of the 1987 cohort 
was similarly employed. Second, a larger percentage of each 
subsequent cohort found initial postdoctoral employment 
outside higher education. Slightly over eight percent of 
the 1972 cohort was employed outside higher education 
immediately upon completion of their doctoral studies and 
almost one-fourth of the 1987 cohort was similarly 
employed. 
Two reasons exist for the statistical significance (X2 
= 19.43, d. f. = 5, 2 < .005) when first postdoctoral 
position hierarchical level was considered by gender (Table 
41). First, more women than would be expected statistically 
(22.5% as compared to 15.1% of the men) were employed 
outside higher education in their first postdoctoral 
position. Second, fewer women than would be expected (4.7% 
as compared to 15.1% of the men) were employed in senior 
administrative posts. In fact, it was not until the bottom 
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Table 41 
Hierarchical level of employment for the first postdoctoral 
~osition of respondents by gender 
Gender 
Male Female Total 
Hierarchical 
Level n % n ~ 0 N % 
Higher Education 270 84.9 165 77.5 435 81.9 
First Level 6 1.9 1 0.5 7 1. 3 
Second Level 42 13.2 9 4.2 51 9.6 
Third Level 56 17.6 28 13.1 84 15.8 
Fourth Level 70 22.0 53 24.9 123 23.2 
Other--Staff 15 4.7 12 5.6 27 5.1 
Faculty 81 25.5 62 29.1 143 26.9 
Outside Higher Ed. 48 15.1 48 22.5 96 18.4 
Total 318 59.9 213 40.1 531 100.0 
~ < . 001. 
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two levels of higher education administration that women 
were more prevalent, albeit ever so slightly, than expected. 
Middle management administrative positions within 
higher education (hierarchical levels three and four) served 
as the first postdoctoral position for similar proportions 
of each graduation year cohort, ranging from a low of 35% of 
the 1987 cohort to a high of just over 43% of the 1977 
cohort. Yet, in each subsequent graduation year a larger 
proportion of these positions were filled with women (Table 
42) and this trend was statistically significant (X2 = 
26.03, d. f. = 3, £ < .001). Just over nine percent of the 
middle management positions which were filled by new higher 
education graduates in 1972 were women and by 1987 almost 
60% of these positions filled by new higher education 
graduates were women. The Pearson chi-square goodness of 
fit test was applied to the proportion of women in higher 
education middle management positions in comparison to the 
proportion of women in the entire sample. The analysis was 
conducted according to graduation year cohort. The 
hypothesis for this test was that the proportion of women in 
higher education middle management positions in each 
graduation year cohort was the same as the proportion of 
women in each graduation year cohort. A very low chi-square 
(X2 = 0.81, d. f. = 3, NS) does not permit this hypothesis 
to be rejected. Therefore, the increase in proportion of 
Table 42 
Middle management administrative positions in higher education 
__(hierarchical levels three and four) for the first postdoctoral 
position of enployment py gender 
Year of Graduation 
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1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
Gender n % n % n % n % N ~ 0 
Male 29 90.6 40 71.4 32 56.1 25 40.3 126 60.9 
Female 3 9.4 16 28.6 25 43.9 37 59.7 81 39.1 
Total 32 15.5 56 27.0 57 27.5 62 30.0 207 100.0 
12 < .001. 
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women in middle management positions is consistent with the 
increase in proportion of women in the entire sample. 
In comparison, only one out of 15 senior level 
administrative positions held by 1972 doctoral recipients 
immediately after graduation was held by a woman. Two of 
the 14 senior level positions held by 1987 higher education 
graduates upon graduation were held by women. Only 10 of 
the 58 senior level positions held upon graduation were held 
by women. Clearly, proportionately fewer female higher 
education doctoral recipients were employed in higher 
education administration at the upper level than at the 
middle level upon graduation. 
When the hierarchical level of the first postdoctoral 
position was compared to the hierarchical level of the last 
predoctoral position (Table 43), a strong statistical 
2 
relationship emerged (X = 537.22, d. f. = 12, Q < .001). 
In order to calculate the chi-square statistic, the first 
and second administrative levels were merged into the 
category "Higher Education Upper Administration" and all 
other administrative levels were merged into the category 
"Higher Education Other Administration". 
Many of the respondents remained at the same 
hierarchical level immediately after completion of doctoral 
studies as before. Almost 75% of those employed outside 
higher education in their first postdoctoral position were 
similarly employed in their last predoctoral position. The 
Table 43 
Hierarchical level of respondents' last predoctoral position by' 
hierarchical level of their first postdoctoral position 
1st Postdoctoral Position Hierarchical Level 
H. E. H. E. H. E. outside 
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Upper Ad. other Ad. Faculty H. E. Total 
rast Predoc. 
Position 
oa oa oa oa Hier. Level n 1> n 1> n 1> n 1> N %* 
Higher Fd. 
Upper Admin. 27 46.5 10 4.3 0 o.o 3 3.2 40 7.6 
other Admin. 20 34.5 158 67.8 16 11.1 11 11.6 205 38.8 
Faculty 4 6.9 38 16.3 111 77.6 7 7.4 160 30.2 
outside H. E. 7 12.1 22 9.4 12 8.4 71 74.7 112 21.2 
student 0 o.o 5 2.1 4 2.8 3 3.2 12 2.3 
Total 58 11.0 233 44.0 143 27.0 95 18.0 529 100.0 
aColumn percentages. 
p < .001. 
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same was true for over 77% of those whose first postdoctoral 
position was as a college or university faculty member, 
almost 68% of those who were in lower levels of 
administration and over 46% of those who were in upper 
levels of administration. 
All of the categories in Table 43 were merged into two 
to examine the impact that the higher education doctorate 
had on movement into and out of employment within higher 
education (Table 44). The reason for the statistical 
' 'f' ( 2 d f ) ' ' 1 s1gn1 icance X = 191.30, .. = 1, ~ < .001 is simp y 
that there was less movement into and out of higher 
education than expected. The fact that over 88% of those 
employed in higher education positions after earning a 
higher education doctorate were also employed within higher 
education prior to doctoral studies is not particularly 
surprising. Less expected, however, is the limited movement 
into higher education with almost 78% of those whose first 
postdoctoral position was outside higher education being 
similarly employed prior to doctoral studies. 
Most of those employed outside higher education prior 
to doctoral studies remained employed outside higher 
education after earning their higher education doctorate. 
Although the reasons for limited movement into higher 
education employment are not clear, the fact that this 
situation exists bears consideration by those employed 
outside higher education who may seek to use the higher 
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Table 44 
comparison of respondents' last predoctoral position with 
their first postdoctoral position regarding positions' 
presence within higher education 
Last Predoctoral 
Position 
Inside Higher Ed. 
outside Higher Ed. 
Total 
aColumn percentages . 
R < . 001. 
1st Postdoctoral Position 
Inside H.E. Outside H.E. 
n oa -'6 n oa -'6 
384 88.5 21 22.1 
50 11.5 74 77.9 
434 82.0 95 18.0 
Total 
N % 
405 76.6 
124 23.4 
529 100.0 
218 
education doctorate as a means of gaining employment within 
higher education. 
A statistically significant relationship exists (X2 = 
61.48, d. f. = 12, R < .001) when the hierarchical level of 
the higher education administrative positions are compared 
to the functional area of those positions for the 
respondents' first postdoctoral position (Table 45). The 
first and second hierarchical levels were merged as were the 
following functional areas to calculate the chi-square 
statistic: business affairs, adult/continuing education, 
development, and institutional research. Thirty percent of 
the cells have an expected frequency less than five. 
The primary reason for the statistical significance of 
Table 45 is the fact that far more than would be expected in 
the functional area "General Administration" were senior 
administrators (75.0%) and less than expected were fourth 
level administrators (0.0%). Since this functional area 
includes chief executive officers and their administrative 
staff, such a strong relationship is not surprising. 
Geographic Mobility. Consideration of the location of 
respondents' first postdoctoral positions relative to the 
institution that granted them their doctorate (Table 46) 
revealed a statistically significant relationship to the 
2 graduation year (X = 28.11, d. f. = 12, R < .001). The 
reason for the statistical significance is basically that a 
larger proportion of the more recent higher education 
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Table 45 
Hierarchical level by functional area of employment for those employed 
in higher education administration in their first postdoctoral position 
Hierarchical Level 
First Second 'Ihird Fourth other 
Level Level Level Level staff Total 
Function. 
oa oa oa oa oa Area n ~ n ~ n ~ n ~ n ~ N % 
Ac. Aff. 0 0.0 19 13.8 34 24.6 66 47.8 19 13.8 138 47.6 
stu. Aff. 0 o.o 9 12.0 26 34.7 36 48.0 4 5.3 75 25.9 
Gen. Adm. 6 30.0 9 45.0 5 25.0 0 o.o 0 o.o 20 6.9 
Bd./Asso. 1 7.1 2 14.3 8 57.1 3 21.4 0 o.o 14 4.8 
Develop. 0 o.o 6 46.1 2 15.4 4 30.8 1 7.7 13 4.5 
Inst. Re. 0 0.0 1 8.3 2 16.7 7 58.3 2 16.7 12 4.1 
Bus. Aff. 0 0.0 4 36.4 5 45.4 2 18.2 0 o.o 11 3.8 
Ad.JC. E. 0 o.o 0 0.0 2 28.6 4 57.1 1 14.3 7 2.4 
Total 7 2.4 50 17.2 84 29.0 122 42.1 27 9.3 290 100.0 
Note. 30% of the cells with expected frequency< 5. 
~ Percentages. 
I? < .001. 
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Table 46 
J;QCB-tion of re§POIP8ilts' first postdoctoral position relative to the 
institution which granted their doctorate {Data arranged by 
gradUation year) 
Year of Graduation 
Distance fraa 1972 1977 1982 1987 'lbtal 
Institution 
which Granted 
Doctorate n % n n % n % N % 
same Institution 13 15.5 16 12.5 18 12.9 25 14.2 72 13.6 
Same state 26 30.9 46 35.9 67 47.9 92 52.3 231 43.8 
other state 38 45.2 65 50.8 47 33.6 55 31.2 205 38.8 
International 7 8.3 1 0.8 8 5.7 4 2.3 20 3.8 
'lbtal 84 15.9 128 24.2 140 26.5 176 33.3 528 100.0 
J2 < .001. 
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doctoral recipients worked closer to the institution which 
awarded them the doctorate. Merging the categories "Same 
Institution" and "Same State" shows that the proportion of 
doctoral recipients whose first postdoctoral position was 
within the state where they studied higher education 
increased in each subsequent graduation year cohort, ranging 
from over 46% in 1972 to over 66% in 1987. As would be 
expected, there was a corresponding decrease in the 
proportion of doctoral recipients securing employment outside 
the state in which they earned their degree. 
When the geographic location of the first postdoctoral 
position is considered according to gender, the result is a 
2 
statistically significant relationship (X = 9.66, d. f. = 3, 
R < .025). Women stayed closer to the institution which 
granted their doctorate in their first postdoctoral position 
than did men. Almost 64% of the women stayed in the same 
state as the institution which granted them their doctorate, 
while just under 53% of the men did so (Table 47). 
Comparison of the location of the respondents' first 
postdoctoral position relative to the institution granting 
the doctorate with the location of their last predoctoral 
position (Table 48) is one way to examine the impact that a 
doctorate in higher education had on geographic mobility. 
Computation of a chi-square statistic revealed a significant 
relationship (X2 = 729.09, d. f. = 9, R < .001). The 
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Table 47 
Location of respondents' first postdoctoral position 
relative to the institution which granted their doctorate 
lData arranged by gender) 
Gender 
Distance from Male Female Total 
Institution 
which Granted 
Doctorate n % n % N % 
same Institution 38 12.0 34 16.0 72 13.6 
Same State 129 40.8 102 47.9 231 43.8 
Other State 131 41.8 74 34.7 205 38.8 
International 17 5.4 3 1.4 20 3.8 
Total 316 59.7 213 40.3 528 100.0 
12. < .025. 
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Table 48 
.u,c:ation of respondents' last predoctoral position by location of 
their first postdoctoral position relative to the institution which 
granted their doctorate 
Distance of first Postdoctoral Position 
from Institution Which Granted Doctorate 
Distance of I.ast Same Same other Inter-
Predoctoral Pos. Inst. state state national Total 
from Institution 
Which Granted 
oa oa %a %a Doctorate n n n n N l!:-1> 1> 0 
Same Institution 50 70.4 8 3.5 15 7.3 0 0.0 73 13.9 
Same state 7 9.9 199 87.7 45 21.9 3 14.3 254 48.5 
other state 14 19.7 14 6.2 143 69.8 1 4.8 172 32.8 
International 0 0.0 2 0.9 2 1.0 17 80.9 21 4.0 
Moved Frequently 0 0.0 4 1.8 0 o.o 0 o.o 4 0.8 
Total 71 13.5 227 43.3 205 39.1 21 4.0 524 100.0 
aColumn percentages. 
p < .001. 
categories "International" and "Moved Frequently" were 
merged for calculation of chi-square. 
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After doctoral studies far more of the respondents 
returned to a geographic location which was identical to the 
one from which they came to enter doctoral studies. Over 
70% of those who were employed after graduation at the same 
institution that awarded them their doctorate were also 
employed there prior to doctoral studies (this group 
represents 9.5% of the entire sample). Almost 88% of those 
who worked in the same state (38% of the entire sample), 
almost 70% of those employed out of state (27.3%), and just 
under 81% of those securing international employment after 
earning their doctorate (3.2%) were similarly employed prior 
to doctoral studies. Far fewer of the respondents than 
expected were employed after doctoral studies in a 
geographical location which was different, relative to the 
institution granting them their doctorate, than their last 
predoctoral position. 
When First Postdoctoral Position Began. A 
statistically significant relationship (X2 = 33.67, d. f. = 
9, R < .001) exists between the timing of the beginning of 
the respondents' first postdoctoral position relative to the 
completion of doctoral studies and graduation year (Table 
49). There are a number of different reasons for the 
relationship. First, fewer of the 1972 doctoral recipients 
than expected retained the same position after graduating 
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Table 49 
When respondents began their first postdoctoral position by graduation 
Year of Graduation 
1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
When Began 
First Post.doc:. 
Position n % n ~ 0 n % n % N % 
Before Doctoral 21 25.0 44 33.8 53 37.9 64 35.5 182 34.1 
studies 
During Doctoral 7 8.3 14 10.8 15 10.7 45 25.0 81 15.2 
studies 
Near End of 11 13.1 18 13.8 16 11.4 25 13.9 70 13.1 
studies 
After Doctorate 45 53.6 54 41.5 56 40.0 46 25.6 201 37.6 
Total 84 15.7 130 24.4 140 26.2 180 33.7 534 100.0 
I? < .001. 
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that they had prior to doctoral studies (25.0%). The 
proportion for all other graduation year cohorts was very 
close to the expected frequency. Second, far more of the 
1987 graduates than expected (25.0%) began their first 
postdoctoral position while they were in the midst of their 
doctoral studies. For all other graduation year cohorts the 
actual frequency was less than the expected frequency. One 
trend contributed to the statistical significance of the 
table. More of the 1972 cohort (53.6%) and fewer of the 
1987 cohort (25.6%) than expected began their first 
postdoctoral position after completion of doctoral studies. 
When the data are rearranged to consider gender 
differences (Table 50), there is no statistically 
significant relationship (X2 = 3.55, d. f. = 3, NS) between 
gender and the timing of the beginning of their first 
postdoctoral position relative to the completion of their 
doctoral studies. Gender appears to have little impact on 
when the first postdoctoral position was begun. 
Of the 1972 cohort more left their predoctoral 
position for doctoral studies and waited until after 
graduation to secure their first postdoctoral position. 
Furthermore, the number of respondents who retained the same 
position before, during, and after doctoral studies was very 
near the expected frequency for the 1977, 1982, and 1987 
cohorts. However, the data suggest that in more recent 
years there has been a tendency to secure employment prior 
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Table 50 
When respondents began their first postdoctoral position by 
gender 
Gender 
Male Female Total 
When Began 
First Postdoc. 
Position n % n % N ~ 0 
Before Doctoral 105 32.9 77 35.8 182 34.1 
studies 
During Doctoral 44 13.8 37 17.2 81 15.2 
studies 
Near End of 40 12.5 30 13.9 70 13.1 
studies 
After Doctorate 130 40.7 71 33.0 201 37.6 
Total 319 59.7 215 40.3 534 100.0 
to the completion of doctoral studies and that tendency is 
not affected by gender. 
CURRENT POSITION 
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Consideration of the position the respondents held at 
the time that the research was conducted will be reported 
differently than that of the respondents' last predoctoral 
and first postdoctoral positions. For the last predoctoral 
and first postdoctoral positions, it was possible to 
establish a common frame of reference for each of the 
graduation year cohorts. In this way it was possible to 
look for shifts in a number of variables over the time span 
covered by the current project. This would not be possible 
for the respondents' current position since the current 
position would reflect different points in the careers of the 
respondents. For example, the current position for many of 
the 1987 graduates is likely to be the same as their first 
postdoctoral position. This is less likely for those who 
graduated in 1977 and 1982, and least likely for those who 
graduated in 1972. Therefore, ,the data regarding the current 
positions of the respondents in this study will be considered 
in aggregate, not by graduation year. 
Type of Institution. Almost 80% of the respondents in 
the present study, who were employed at the time they 
completed the survey (hereafter called "current position"), 
were working in higher education related positions (Table 
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51). Twenty-eight respondents (5.2% of the entire sample) 
indicated that they were either retired or unemployed·at the 
time that they completed the survey. Their responses are not 
included in the information presented on type of institution 
since unemployed or retired individuals are not related to a 
particular type of institution. 
Over 37% of those who indicated current employment in 
a particular type of higher education institution were 
employed in two-year institutions. Over 29% were employed in 
doctoral granting institutions, including research 
universities; over 22% were employed in institutions which 
grant no more than a masters degree; and under 11% were 
employed at undergraduate institutions. 
The statistical significance reported in Table 51 (X2 
= 19.24, d. f. = 7, R < .01) is based primarily on three 
conditions. First, more men (32.0%) and fewer women (20.7%) 
than expected statistically were employed at two-year 
institutions. Second, more women (27.1%) and fewer men 
(17.8%) than expected were employed in doctoral granting 
institutions. Third, more women (11.3%) and fewer men (5.9%) 
than statistically expected were employed in education other 
than higher education. 
Consideration of the type of institution of the 
current position by ethnic background (Table 52) revealed a 
significant relationship (X2 = 29.08, d. f. = 12, R < .005), 
although 33% of the cells had an expected frequency less than 
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Table 51 
Type of institution where respondents are employed for. 
current position by gender 
Gender 
Male Female Total 
Type of 
Institution n % n % N % 
Higher Education 247 81.5 155 76.3 402 79.4 
Two-year Inst. 97 32.0 42 20.7 139 27.5 
Four-year Inst. 
Undergraduate 25 8.2 15 7.4 40 7.9 
Master Granted 47 15.5 36 17.7 83 16.4 
Doctor Granted 54 17.8 55 27.1 109 21.5 
Undistinguish. 14 4.6 4 2.0 18 3.6 
Board/Assoc. 10 3.3 3 1.5 13 2.6 
Educ.--not H. E. 18 5.9 23 11.3 41 8.1 
Not Education 38 12.5 25 12.3 63 12.4 
Total 303 59.9 203 40.1 506 100.0 
R < . 01. 
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Table 52 
n,pe of institution where respondents are employed for current 
129sition by ethnic background 
Ethnic Background 
White Black other Total 
Type of 
Institution n % n % n % N % 
Higher Education 340 79.2 36 76.6 27 87.1 402 79.6 
Two-year Inst. 120 28.0 10 21.7 9 30.0 139 27.5 
Four-year Inst. 
Undergraduate 36 8.4 3 6.5 1 3.3 40 7.9 
Master Granted 70 16.3 12 26.1 1 3.3 83 16.4 
Doctor Granted 94 21.9 6 13.0 9 30.0 109 21.6 
Undistinguish. 12 2.8 2 4.3 4 13.3 18 3.6 
Board/Assoc. 7 1.6 3 6.5 3 10.0 13 2.6 
Fduc.--not H. E. 31 7.2 7 15.2 2 6.7 40 7.9 
Not Education 59 13.8 3 6.5 1 3.3 63 12.5 
Total 429 84.9 46 9.1 30 5.9 505 100.0 
Note. 33% of the cells with expected frequency< 5. 
l2 < .005. 
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five. For computation of the chi-square statistic, the 
categories ''Board/Association" and "Education (K-12)" were 
combined. 
The reasons for the statistical significance related 
predominately to variations from the expected frequencies in 
the minority categories. More blacks (26.1%) and fewer of 
the other minorities (3.3%) were employed in their current 
position at masters granting institutions than was expected 
statistically. Also, more blacks than expected were 
employed in the combined category of "Education (K-12)" 
(15.2%) and "Board/Association" (6.5%). Finally, more of 
the "Other" minorities than expected (13.3%) indicated that 
they were employed in higher education, but failed to give 
information which permitted further categorization. These 
respondents were all employed outside the United States. 
Functional Area of Employment. Almost 76% of the 
respondents were employed in higher education related 
positions in their current position. According to the data 
on functional area of employment (Table 53) there are only 
two areas within higher education in which women are 
currently employed more frequently than statistically 
expected and the difference between expected and actual is 
very slight. Those two areas are "Academic Affairs" (32.9%) 
and "Faculty" (23.6%). In all other functional areas within 
higher education, men were employed more frequently than 
expected. The largest difference between expected and 
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Table 53 
Functional area of employment for the current position of 
respondents by gender 
Functional Area 
Higher Education 
Ac. Affairs 
Faculty 
Stu. Affairs 
General Admin. 
Board/Assoc. 
Bus. Affairs 
Adult/Cont. Ed. 
Inst. Research 
Development 
Outside H. E. 
Educ. (K-12) 
Other Prof. 
Unemployed/Ret. 
Total 
Male 
n % 
249 77.8 
87 27.2 (94.3) 
67 20.9 (70.4) 
39 12.2 (34.0) 
21 6.6 (14.9) 
11 3.4 
(9. 0) 
7 2.2 (6.0) 
6 1.9 (5.4) 
4 1.2 (4.8) 
7 2.2 (4.2) 
55 17.2 
16 5.0 (22.1) 
39 12.2 (38.2) 
16 5.0 (16.7) 
320 59.7 
Gender 
Female 
n % 
158 73.1 
71 32.9 (63.7) 
51 23.6 (47.6) 
18 8.3 (23.0) 
4 1.8 ( 10 .1) 
4 1.8 (6.0) 
3 1.4 
( 4. 0) 
3 1.4 
( 3. 6) 
4 1.8 (3.2) 
0 o.o (2.8) 
46 21.3 
21 9.7 (14.9) 
25 11. 6 (25.8) 
12 5.5 ( 11. 3) 
216 40.3 
Total 
N 
407 75.9 
158 29.5 
118 22.0 
57 10.6 
25 4.7 
15 2.8 
10 1.9 
9 1.7 
8 1.5 
7 1.3 
101 18.8 
37 6.9 
64 11.9 
28 5.2 
536 100.0 
Note. The values in parentheses are expected frequencies 
for the cells in which they are located. 
2 < .05. 
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actual frequencies was in the functional area of "General 
Administration" which is the category that includes chief 
executive officers and their staff. Almost seven percent 
of the men, but less than two percent of the women, were 
employed in this functional area for their current 
position. It is also worth noting that women were employed 
in educational positions outside higher education more 
frequently than expected (9.7%). The general over-
representation of men within higher education functional 
areas of employment was statistically significant (X2 = 
16.87, d. f. = 8, R < .05). 
Nearly 12% of the sample was employed in current 
positions which fall into the category "Other 
Professions". A large proportion (60.9%) of the subgroup 
employed outside education worked as managers or officials 
in their current position (Table 54). If it was included 
in Table 53, this category and the 39 respondents within it 
would be the fourth largest functional area (7.3%) of all 
presented. No other categories in Table 54 amount to more 
than 10% of those currently employed outside higher 
education. 
Considering gender differences, a larger proportion 
of the women (72.0%) than men (53.8%) were employed as 
managers or officials. on the other hand, only men (12.8%) 
were employed in protective services. 
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Table 54 
occupations for current position of those employed outside 
education by gender 
occupational Area 
outside Higher Ed. 
Architecture, E~gi-
neering, Surveying 
survey/Cartography 
Life Sciences 
Psychology 
Medicine/Health 
Registered Nurses 
Law/Jurisprudence 
Lawyers 
Religion/Theology 
Clergy 
Administrative 
Specializations 
Personnel Admin. 
Managers/Officials 
Trnsprt./Comm.fUt. 
Wholesale/Retail 
Fin.finsur./Rl Est 
Service Industry 
Public Admin. 
Miscellaneous 
Protective Services 
Police/Detectives 
Armed Forces 
Total 
Male 
n % 
1 2.6 
1 
4 10.3 
4 
0 0.0 
0 
1 2.6 
1 
4 10.3 
4 
3 7.7 
3 
21 53.8 
1 
4 
4 
7 
2 
3 
5 12.8 
2 
3 
39 60.9 
Gender 
Female 
n 
0 
0 
2 
2 
1 
1 
0 
0 
2 
2 
2 
2 
% 
0.0 
8.0 
4.0 
0.0 
8.0 
8.0 
18 72.0 
0 
2 
0 
6 
3 
7 
0 0.0 
0 
0 
25 39.1 
Total 
N 
1 
1 
6 
6 
1 
1 
1 
1 
6 
6 
5 
5 
% 
1.6 
9.4 
1.6 
1.6 
9.4 
7.8 
39 60.9 
1 
6 
4 
13 
5 
10 
5 7.8 
2 
3 
64 100.0 
Note. Chi square was not calculated since sample is not 
large enough to permit use given number of occupational 
groupings. 
236 
There is not a statistical relationship between race 
2 
and the current functional area of employment (X = 18.79, 
d. f. = 14, NS) according to the current study (Table 55). 
Forty-two percent of the cells have an expected frequency 
less than five. (The categories "Board/Association" and 
"Education (K-12)" were combined to compute chi-square.) 
Hierarchical Level of Employment. Examination of the 
hierarchical level of the respondents' current position 
(Table 56) indicates that a statistically significant 
relationship by gender exists (X2 = 26.86, d. f. = 7, R < 
.001). To calculate the chi-square statistic, the 
categories "Unemployed" and "Retired" were merged into a 
single category. 
The strong statistical relationship is almost entirely 
attributable to the under representation of women in senior 
level (first and second levels) higher education 
administration. None of the women in the sample were 
employed as first level administrators at the time that they 
completed this study's survey and only eight (3.7% of the 
women in the study) were employed in second level 
positions. In comparison, 14 men (4.4% of the men in the 
study) were employed in first level positions and 42 (13.2%) 
were employed in second level positions. In contrast, more 
women (25.0%) and fewer men (18.2%) than statistically 
expected were employed in fourth level administrative posts. 
Table 55 
F\Jn.Ctional area of enployment for the current p::>Sition of 
resporxients by ethnic background 
Ethnic Backgrourrl 
White Black other 
Functional Area n % n % n % 
Higher Etluca.tion 343 75.6 37 77.1 27 87.1 
Ac. Affairs 138 30.4 13 27.1 7 22.6 
Faculty 99 21.8 12 25.0 7 22.6 
stu. Affairs 44 9.7 6 12.5 7 22.6 
General Adm.in. 21 4.6 2 4.2 2 6.4 
Board/Assoc. 10 2.2 2 4.2 3 9.7 
Bus. Affairs 9 2.0 1 2.1 0 0.0 
Adult/Cont. Fd. 9 2.0 0 o.o 0 o.o 
Inst. Research 7 1.5 0 0.0 1 3.2 
Developnent 6 1.3 1 2.1 0 o.o 
outside H. E. 86 18.9 10 20.8 4 12.9 
Fduc. (K-12) 27 5.9 7 14.6 2 6.4 
other Prof. 59 13.0 3 6.2 2 6.4 
Une.mployed/Ret. 25 5.5 1 2.1 0 o.o 
Total 454 85.2 48 9.0 31 5.8 
Note. 42% of the cells with expected frequency< 5. 
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Total 
N % 
407 76.4 
158 29.6 
118 22.1 
57 10.7 
25 4.7 
15 2.8 
10 1.9 
9 1.7 
8 1.5 
7 1.3 
100 18.8 
36 6.8 
64 12.0 
26 4.9 
533 100.0 
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Table 56 
Hierarchical level of employment for the current position 
of respondents by gender 
Gender 
Male Female Total 
Hierarchical 
Level n % n % N % 
Higher Education 247 77.4 156 72.2 403 75.3 
First Level 14 4.4 0 0.0 14 2.6 
Second Level 42 13.2 8 3.7 50 9.3 
Third Level 57 17.9 36 16.7 93 17.4 
Fourth Level 58 18.2 54 25.0 112 20.9 
Other--Staff 9 2.8 8 3.7 17 3.2 
Faculty 67 21.0 50 23.1 117 21.9 
Outside Higher Ed. 56 17.5 48 21. 3 104 19.4 
Unemployed 1 0.3 5 2.3 6 1.1 
Retired 15 4.7 7 3.2 22 4.1 
Total 319 59.6 216 40.4 535 100.0 
p < .001. 
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The information on hierarchical level of employment 
for the current position was examined by race (Table 57) and 
no statistically significant relationship was found to exist 
cx2 = 6.83, d. f. = 10, NS). For the calculation of chi-
square, the first and second hierarchical levels were 
combined as were the fourth and "Other" levels. There is 
not a significant difference in the hierarchical level of 
employment in the current position by race according to the 
current study. 
Geographic Mobility. There is a statistically 
significant relationship between distance of the current 
position from the institution which granted the doctorate 
2 
and gender (X = 8.88, d. f. = 3, R < .05). Only those 
currently employed were included in the analysis. 
More women than statistically expected stayed closer 
to the institution granting them the doctorate and more men 
than expected accepted employment farther away from the 
doctoral granting institution (Table 58). This is most 
noticeable in the category "International". Fifteen men 
(5.0%) and only two women (1.0%) were employed outside the 
United States at the time they completed this study's 
survey. Likewise, more men (45.5%) and fewer women (40.2%) 
were employed outside the state of the institution which 
granted them the doctorate. Women were currently employed 
in the same state that they earned their doctorate more 
frequently than expected. Almost 59% of the women and 
Table 57 
Hierarchical level of enployment for the current oosition of 
respondents by ethnic background 
Ethnic Background 
White Black other 
Hierarchical 
Level n ll:-0 n % n ll:-0 
Higher Education 340 74.9 36 76.6 27 87.1 
First Level 12 2.6 1 2.1 1 3.2 
Second Level 44 9.7 2 4.2 4 12.9 
'lhird Level 76 16.7 9 19.1 8 25.8 
Fourth Level 94 20.7 11 23.4 7 22.6 
other--staff 15 3.3 2 4.2 0 0.0 
Faculty 99 21.8 11 23.4 7 22.6 
outside Higher Fd. 89 19.6 10 21.3 4 12.9 
Unenployed 5 1.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Retired 20 4.4 1 2.1 0 0.0 
Total 454 85.3 47 8.8 31 5.8 
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Total 
N % 
403 75.7 
14 2.6 
50 9.4 
93 17.5 
112 21.0 
17 3.2 
117 22.0 
103 19.4 
5 0.9 
21 3.9 
532 100.0 
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Table 58 
Location of respondents' current position relative to·the 
institution which granted their doctorate (Data arranged 
by gender) 
Distance from 
Institution 
which Granted 
Doctorate 
Same Institution 
Same state 
Other State 
International 
Total 
Male 
n % 
27 9.0 
(31.0) 
122 40.5 
(129.3) 
137 45.5 
(130.5) 
15 5.0 
(10.1) 
301 59.6 
Gender 
Female 
n % 
25 12.2 
(21. 0) 
95 46.6 
(87.7) 
82 40.2 
(88.5) 
2 1.0 
(6.9) 
204 40.4 
Total 
N % 
52 10.3 
217 43.0 
219 43.3 
17 3.4 
505 100.0 
Note. The values in parentheses are expected frequencies 
for the cells in which they are located. 
I?.< .05. 
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nearly 50% of the men fell into either of two categories: 
"Same Institution" and "Same State". 
credential Required. Table 59 presents information 
which gives some insight into the type of academic 
credential required for the respondents' to be eligible for 
the position they held at the time they completed this 
survey. This information will give a sense of the 
importance that a doctorate in higher education has for the 
careers of those who have earned it. 
2 The lack of statistical significance (X = 2.98, d. f. 
= 3, NS) suggests that a doctorate in higher education has 
no greater impact on careers in higher education than does 
any other doctorate, or no doctorate at all. Respondents, 
as a group and despite holding a doctorate in higher 
education, retained employment in 1987 which, for the most 
part, did not require such a degree. Just over seven 
percent of the respondents were currently employed in a 
position which had a higher education doctorate as a minimum 
requirement. Only 42% of the sample held a position which 
required a doctorate of any type. Most (57.9%) held 
positions which did not have a minimum requirement of a 
doctorate. From this analysis, the higher education 
doctorate, or any doctorate, was not seen as a justifiable 
minimum requirement for vacancies by the majority of 
employers. 
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Table 59 
Academic credential required for respondents' current . 
position by gender 
Gender 
Male Female Total 
Credential 
Required n % n % N % 
Doctor in H.E. 27 8.4 12 5.5 39 7.3 
Any Doctorate 113 35.3 74 34.1 187 34.8 
Doctor not Reg. 165 51.6 124 57.1 289 53.8 
Unemployed/Ret. 15 4.7 7 3.2 22 4.1 
Total 320 59.6 217 40.4 537 100.0 
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Reorganization of the data on credential required for 
the current position by graduation year cohort (Table 60) 
revealed a very different and somewhat predictable picture. 
For this analysis, those who are retired or unemployed were 
removed from consideration. As might be expected, a larger 
proportion of the 1972 graduates (61. 8%) and a smaller 
proportion of the 1987 graduates (33.1%) than the other 
graduation year cohorts were employed at the time they 
completed the survey in positions which required a doctorate 
2 (X = 19.92, d. f. = 6, R < .005). It is interesting to 
note, however, that a smaller proportion of the 1977 cohort 
(45.5%) was employed in such positions than was the case for 
the 1982 cohort (46.4%). Furthermore, only the 1972 cohort 
had more than 50% employed in positions requiring 
doctorates. Interpreted another way, the data suggest that 
less than half of those holding a higher education doctorate 
will be employed in positions requiring a doctorate of any 
type even 10 years after earning the degree. 
It appears that the credential has an impact on the 
career, but not immediately after graduation. The 
possession of a doctorate removes a career advancement 
inhibitor, the lack of credential; but alone will not 
advance the career. Over time it is likely that the 
credential will play an increasing role in career 
advancement, but the impact of the degree may be affected by 
other intervening variables, such as mobility, experience, 
Table 60 
aca,dem,ic credential remii.red for re§POndents' current position t?y 
graduation year 
Year of Graduation 
1972 1977 1982 1987 Total 
credential 
ReqUired n % n % n % n % N % 
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Doctor in H.E. 8 10.5 12 9.7 11 8.0 8 4.5 39 7.6 
'Any Doctorate 39 51.3 44 35.8 53 38.4 51 28.6 · 187 36.3 
ooc:tor not Re:;{. 29 38.2 67 54.5 74 53.6 119 66.9 289 56.1 
Total 76 14.8 123 23.9 138 26.8 178 34.5 515 100.0 
J2 < .005. 
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or shifts in career focus. This interpretation may, in 
part, explain why it took so long, relative to graduation 
year, for more to be employed in positions requiring 
doctorates than in positions not requiring doctorates. 
Employment Outside Higher Education. There is a 
statistically significant relationship (X2 = 7.66, d. f. = 
2, R < .025) between gender and the amount of time employed 
in higher education since earning the doctorate (Table 61). 
The reason for the significance is that more women (18.5%) 
and fewer men (10.9%) than statistically expected have not 
been employed in higher education since earning their 
doctorate in higher education. 
When the data on amount of time employed in higher 
education since earning the doctorate were examined 
according to race (Table 62), no statistically significant 
relationship was indicated (X2 = 1.51, d. f. = 4, NS). 
Twenty-two percent of the cells have an expected frequency 
less than five. Evidently race had little impact on the 
amount of time that higher education doctoral recipients 
have spent employed in higher education since earning their 
doctorate. 
Over 74% of the respondents indicated that all of 
their postdoctoral employment was in higher education. 
Therefore, more than 25% of the respondents had spent some 
time since completion of their doctoral studies employed 
outside higher education. 
Table 61 
Proportion of time respondents have been employed in 
positions related to higher education since receiving 
doctorate by gender 
Gender 
247 
Male Female Total 
Proportion 
of Time 
Entire Time 
Part of the Time 
None of the Time 
Total 
2 < .025. 
n % 
242 75.4 
44 13.7 
35 10.9 
321 59.8 
n 
156 
20 
40 
216 
% N % 
72.2 398 74.1 
9.3 64 11.9 
18.5 75 14.0 
40.2 537 100.0 
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Table 62 
Proportion of time re§PC>ndents have been employed in positions related 
to higher education since receiving doctorate py ethnic background 
Ethnic Background 
White Black other Total 
Proportion 
of Time n % n % n % N % 
Entire Time 337 74.1 36 73.5 25 80.6 398 74.4 
Part of the Time 57 12.5 5 10.2 2 6.4 64 12.0 
None of the Time 61 13.4 8 16.3 4 12.9 73 13.6 
Total 455 85.0 49 9.2 31 5.8 535 100.0 
Note. 22% of the cells with expected frequency< 5. 
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Ninty-nine of those who were employed outside higher 
education at the time they completed this survey provided 
additional information about when they left higher education 
employment. More women (47.8%) and fewer men (28.3%) than 
expected statistically x2 = 4.02, d. f. = 1, R < .05) 
indicated that they had never in their professional career 
been employed in higher education (Table 63). Race appears 
to have little impact (X2 = 5.32, d. f. = 2, NS) on whether 
higher education doctoral recipients currently employed 
outside higher education were ever employed in higher 
education (Table 64). 
More than 37% of the respondents who were currently 
employed outside higher education (6.9% of the entire 
sample) had never been employed in higher education at any 
time in their career. In contrast almost 63% (14% of the 
entire sample) had not been employed in higher education at 
any time since completing their doctoral studies. Evidently 
some of that 14% had been employed in higher education at 
some time prior to or during doctoral studies and therefore 
they were among the 62 (11.5% of the entire sample) who 
indicated that they had been employed in higher education at 
one time, but not currently. 
Fifty-six of the 62 respondents who indicated that 
they had been employed at one time in higher education also 
provided information about when they left higher education 
(Table 65). The information which they provided was 
Table 63 
Employment history within higher education of respondents 
currently employed outside higher education by gender 
Higher Education 
Employment_ History n 
Male 
Gender 
% 
Female Total 
n N 
250 
% 
Never Employed in 
Higher Education 
15 28.3 
(19.8) 
22 47.8 
(17.2) 
37 37.4 
Employed in H. E. 
at One Time but 
Not Currently 
Total 
38 71.7 
(33.2) 
53 53.5 
24 52.2 
(28.8) 
46 46.5 
62 62.6 
99 100.0 
Note. The values in parentheses are expected frequencies 
for the cells in which they are located. 
R < • 05. 
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Table 64 
Employment history within higher education of respondents currently 
gmployed outside higher education by ethnic background 
Higher Education 
Employment History 
Never Employed in 
Higher Education 
Employed in H. E. 
at One Ti.me rut 
Not CUrrently 
Total 
White 
n % 
28 32.9 
57 67.1 
85 87.6 
Ethnic Background 
Black other 
n % n % 
5 62.5 3 75.0 
3 37.5 1 25.0 
8 8.3 4 4.1 
Note. 50% of the cells with expected frequency < 5. 
Total 
N % 
36 37.1 
61 62.9 
97 100.0 
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Table 65 
For those respondents who at one time were employed in 
positions related to higher education but now have left the 
field of higher education. when they left higher education 
relative to their doctoral studies (Data arranged by 
gender) 
When Left H.E. Work 
Before Doc. Studies 
During Doc. Studies 
First Postdoc. Pos. 
Later, not Current 
Current Position 
Total 
Male 
n % 
6 18.8 
(6.3) 
3 9.3 
(7.4) 
8 25.0 
(5.1) 
9 28.1 
( 8. 0) 
6 18.8 
( 5 .1) 
32 57.1 
Gender 
Female 
n ~ 0 
5 20.8 
(4.7) 
10 41. 7 
(5.6) 
1 4.2 
(3.9) 
5 20.8 
(6.0) 
3 12.5 
(3.9) 
24 42.9 
Total 
N ~ 0 
11 19.6 
13 23.2 
9 16.1 
14 25.0 
9 16.1 
56 100.0 
Note. The values in parentheses are expected frequencies 
for the cells in which they are located. 30% of the cells 
with expected frequency< 5. 
~ < .05. 
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statistically significant (X2 = 10.52, d. f. = 4, R < .05) 
when considered by gender. (This information is not 
considered by race since Tables 62 and 64, which are 
antecedent to this information, did not yield any 
statistical significance according to race.) Thirty percent 
of the cells had an expected frequency less than five. 
More women (41.7%) and fewer men (9.3%) than expected 
left higher education employment while they were in their 
doctoral studies. In contrast, more men (25.0%) and fewer 
women (4.2%) than expected accepted employment outside 
higher education for their first postdoctoral position. 
Almost 43% of the respondents not currently employed 
in higher education left before the completion of their 
doctoral program. Just over 16% left higher education in 
their first postdoctoral position and just over 41% did so 
later in their career. 
Of the 56 respondents who provided information about 
when they left higher education employment, 53 gave some 
indication of the reasons that caused them to leave higher 
education (Table 66). The reasons given for leaving higher 
education by those who were not currently working in higher 
education were generated by a forced choice question which 
presented the respondents with three options and an "Other" 
category for them to provide their own reasons. Of those 
who chose the category "Other" only two were not able to be 
recoded into the existing three choices. One of the two 
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Table 66 
Reasons those currently employed outside higher education, 
who at one time worked in higher education. left higher 
education (Data arranged by gender) 
Gender 
Male Female Total 
Reason for Leaving n % n % N % 
Couldn't Find Work 9 29.0 8 36.4 17 32.1 
Better Pay Elsewhere 7 22.6 4 18.2 11 20.7 
Time for New Career 15 48.4 10 45.4 25 47.2 
Total 31 58.5 22 41.5 53 100.0 
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marked "Other" and gave no explanation and the other 
indicated that retirement was the reason. These two 
responses were excluded from further consideration. No 
statistically significant relationship was identified when 
the reasons for leaving higher education employment were 
considered by gender (X2 = 0.35, d. f. =2, NS}. 
Of those giving reasons for leaving higher education 
employment, over 47% indicated that it was time for a new 
career and almost 21% indicated that better pay was 
available outside higher education. Just over 32% (5.9% of 
the entire sample) indicated that they accepted employment 
outside higher education because they couldn't find work in 
higher education. Thus, most of those in the current study 
who left employment in higher education did so by choice and 
not because they couldn't find work in higher education. 
DISCUSSION 
DEMOGRAPHIC AND EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
According to the current study, the profile of the 
higher education doctoral recipient is in transition. In 
1972 the "typical" graduate was male (86.9% of the current 
study's 1972 cohort), white (88.1%), and just over 36 years 
of age at graduation. He was employed part-time while 
seeking his doctorate {53%), and was likely to graduate in 
three years or less (66.7%). In contrast, the "typical" 
1987 graduate was female (58.6% of the 1987 cohort), white 
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(82.3%), and 43 years old at graduation. She was employed 
full-time while seeking her doctorate (80.0%) and it took 
her at least five years to complete the program (55.8%). 
Neither "typical" graduate had a clear preference for either 
the Ph.D. or the Ed.D. 
These profiles present a condensed version of the 
significant findings in the current study relative to the 
demographic and educational characteristics examined in the 
current study. The profiles point to some changes and some 
constants over the time period of the study. 
The most striking demographic shift is the growing 
proportion of female higher education doctoral recipients. 
The current study documents what earlier research (Budig et 
al., 1985; Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Gallagher & Hossler, 
1986; Grace & Fife, 1986; stark et al., 1985) had 
suggested. The education "fine field" of higher education 
has now achieved gender parity, a condition which continues 
to elude most disciplines and fields of study ("Almanac," 
1990; Holcomb et al, 1987; NRC, 1989). Previously 
unpublished NRC (1988) data and data collected in this study 
revealed the dramatic shift in graduation rates by gender 
during the time period of 1972 to 1987. According to the 
current study, women earned just over 13% of the doctorates 
in higher education in 1972 as compared to almost 59% of the 
1987 higher education doctorates. The NRC (1988) data 
revealed that 1985 was the last year in which more men than 
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women earned a higher education doctorate. Although gender 
parity has been achieved in the graduation rates of higher 
education doctoral programs, Ironside's (1983) observation 
that "attitudes and patterns remain which continue to work 
to the disadvantage of ambitious women" (p. 21} suggests 
that conditions for women in the marketplace may not have 
improved as much as they have in higher education doctoral 
programs. 
Generally, the ethnic blend among higher education 
doctoral recipients remained the same between 1972 and 
1987. According to the current study, over 82% of each 
graduation year cohort (85.1% of the entire sample} was 
white. Taken together, data from the current study and the 
NRC (1988) data suggest that no meaningful shift in the 
enrollment of minorities has occurred. At a time when 
considerable attention is being given to the need for 
colleges and universities to better serve the needs of 
minorities (e.g., Cole, 1990; Collison, 1988; D'Arms, 1990; 
DeLoughry, 1990), there has been little success in 
attracting minority students to higher education doctoral 
programs. It is somewhat heartening, however, to note that 
the minority presence in higher education doctoral programs 
has not declined as it has among doctoral recipients in 
general (Hirschorn, 1988a; NRC, 1989). The call for 
positive role models for minority students in colleges and 
universities has been heard (e.g., Arciniega, 1990; Reyes & 
258 
Halcon, 1988). It would seem that graduate programs which 
prepare professionals to work in higher education could 
appropriately answer the call. Recruiting and preparing 
minority professionals to serve in the college and 
university setting is one mission that higher education 
doctoral programs could appropriately embrace. 
The debate continues over which type of doctorate 
(Ed.D. or Ph.D.) is "better" for those who must decide which 
to seek. The current study does little to resolve the 
debate since there was no clear preference among the 
respondents. The balance between Ph.D. and Ed.D. shifted 
back and forth in each subsequent graduation year cohort of 
the current study. Carr (1974), on the other hand, reported 
a statistically significant shift in his study from a strong 
preponderance of his 1963 cohort (73.5%) earning an Ed.D. to 
a slight majority of his 1972 cohort (51.7%) earning a 
Ph.D. The ratio of Ph.D. to Ed.D. in Carr's 1972 cohort and 
the current study's 1972 cohort is similar. It is possible 
that the trend which Carr reported ended near 1972 and that 
the balance reported for his 1972 cohort and all cohorts of 
the current study reflect a form of homeostasis between the 
two degrees. 
The findings of the current study are consistent with 
the National Research Council's (1989) observation that the 
time spent in completing the doctoral degree has been 
increasing steadily over the past two decades. Two-thirds 
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of the current study's 1972 cohort earned their doctorate in 
three years or less, whereas almost 56% of the 1987 cohort 
took five or more years to graduate. 
Furthermore, the current study and NRC (1988) data 
document a trend toward older age at graduation from higher 
education doctoral programs. According to the current study 
the average age at graduation in 1972 was just over 36 and 
in 1987 it was 43. Obviously, if the time to complete the 
degree is increasing then the graduation age will be older. 
However, there is another reason suggested in the current 
study's data. With the average age at graduation increasing 
by more than one year between graduation year cohorts and 
the average time to complete the degree increasing by less 
than three-fourths of a year between cohorts, it is 
reasonable to infer that students are waiting longer to 
enter higher education doctoral programs. Grace and Fife 
(1986) observed that enrollment in doctoral programs in 
higher education generally occurred seven years after 
earning a masters. The current study cannot confirm the 
amount of time between graduate degrees, but it does 
indicate that the time lapse may be increasing. 
Another reason for the trends toward longer completion 
time and older age at graduation may be the fact that there 
is an increasing tendency toward maintaining full-time 
employment while seeking the doctorate. Only 47% of the 
current study's 1972 cohort retained full-time employment 
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throughout their doctoral studies as compared to 80% of the 
1987 cohort. such a shift in time committed to one's-job 
most certainly would leave less time for other pursuits, 
including doctoral study. This trend toward full-time 
employment while seeking a doctorate in higher education, 
which has also been observed by others (Johnson, 1978; 
Schneider et al., 1987; Stark et al., 1985), may, in fact, 
be a hedge against the perception of a saturated market for 
higher education doctoral recipients (e.g., Cooper, 1986; 
Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Dill & Morrison, 1985). Earning a 
doctorate in higher education may have become a 
credentialing process necessary to retain a position or earn 
a promotion from the position currently held (e.g., Dressel 
& Mayhew, 1974; Grace & Fife, 1986; Kellams, 1973) and 
therefore the pace of completion is less of a concern for 
the students. 
EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS 
Consistent with the concerns about market saturation 
for higher education doctoral recipients (e.g., Dressel & 
Mayhew, 1974; Crosson & Nelson, 1986) are the findings of 
the current study regarding employment characteristics of 
the respondents. Generally, a doctorate in higher education 
alone may not be the passkey into higher education 
employment that it once was (Carr, 1974) and a larger 
proportion of higher education doctoral recipients are 
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accepting employment outside higher education. Furthermore, 
the earning of a doctorate is resulting in little movement, 
either functionally or hierarchically, for those employed 
within higher education. 
Most of the respondents in the current study showed 
little movement professionally immediately following 
doctoral studies. Most stayed within the same functional 
areas (69.9% of the sample which was employed in higher 
education before doctoral studies) and at the same 
hierarchical level (73.1%) after graduation as before. More 
than one-third of the 1977, 1982, and 1987 cohorts retained 
the same position that they had before starting their 
doctoral program. Over 74% of the current study's 1987 
cohort secured their first postdoctoral position before 
completion of their doctoral studies as compared to just 
over 46% of the 1972 cohort who did so. Only 7.3% of the 
respondents held a position at the time the data were 
collected which required a doctorate in higher education and 
only 41.1% of the respondents held a position which required 
a doctorate of any type. As long as 10 years after earning 
a higher education doctorate (the 1977 cohort), less than 
half of the respondents were employed in a position 
requiring a doctorate. The tendency to take a job when it 
was offered or keep a job, without consideration for 
credentials required, is suggested in these data and 
indicates that the respondents in the current study may have 
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felt what others (e.g., Cooper, 1986; Dill & Morrison, 1985; 
Peterson, 1984) have reported about the decline in available 
positions within higher education. The concern for market 
saturation which has been expressed in the literature since 
1972 (Alciatore, 1972; Cooper, 1986; Crosson & Nelson, 1986; 
Dill & Morrison, 1985; Dressel & Mayhew, 1974; Gallagher & 
Hossler, 1987; Mayhew, 1972) appears to be reflected in the 
employment practices of higher education doctoral students 
since then, according to the current study. 
The current study shows that many higher education 
doctoral recipients are remaining within higher education 
and the number of available positions within higher 
education has been reported to be declining (e.g., Cooper, 
1986; Moore, 1984). These two conditions may mitigate 
attempts to gain employment in higher education by those 
higher education doctoral recipients working outside higher 
education who wish to enter it. 
Carr (1974) observed that more of the higher education 
doctoral recipients for each graduation year cohort in his 
study were employed in higher education after doctoral 
studies than before. For example, although less than 65% of 
his 1963 cohort was employed in higher education prior to 
doctoral studies, over 97% of the same group was working in 
higher education in their first postdoctoral position. Over 
32% more of Carr's 1963 cohort was employed in higher 
education after earning a higher education doctorate than 
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before. By 1972, the last year in Carr's study and the 
first of the current study, the increase in proportion 
employed in higher education after graduation had slowed. 
carr reported an increase of just over eight percent and the 
current study showed an increase of slightly over 14%. Just 
slightly over seven percent more of the current study's 1977 
cohort was employed in higher education after doctoral 
studies than before and by 1982 there was no difference. 
There was no increase in the proportion employed in higher 
education after doctoral studies as before for either the 
1982 or 1987 cohort in the current study. 
The proportion of higher education doctoral recipients 
who were employed in higher education immediately after 
earning their degree has also decreased over time. Over 97% 
of Carr's (1974) 1963 cohort had their first postdoctoral 
position in higher education whereas less than 76% of the 
current study's 1987 cohort was similarly employed. 
Therefore, a larger proportion of higher education doctoral 
recipients in the 1980s was not employed in higher education 
upon completion of their graduate work than was the case in 
the 1960s. 
A word of caution is appropriate here. Bearing in 
mind that the sampling methods of Carr's (1974) study and 
the current one were different, the results of the two are 
not directly comparable. This difference must be kept in 
mind anytime the results of the two studies are discussed. 
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However, despite having a more limited sample, Carr's study 
is the only one employing a methodology similar to that used 
in the current study and therefore it is in a unique 
position to lend insights into conditions existing in the 
1960's and early 1970s relative to the career patterns of 
higher education doctoral recipients. Carr's study provides 
a useful point of reference for the current study. 
Those doctoral recipients in the current study not 
employed in higher education have been successful in finding 
employment outside higher education. Only six individuals 
indicated that they were unemployed at the time they 
completed the survey. 
It would appear then that higher education doctoral 
recipients have been able to avoid the employment crunch 
which Cartter (1976) indicated would be felt by those who 
earned doctorates in fields of study with few attractive non-
academic sources of employment. Even though the stated 
purpose of higher education graduate programs is to prepare 
students for positions in higher education (e.g., Crosson & 
Nelson, 1986; Glazer, 1987; Johnson, 1978) it appears that 
sufficient numbers of these graduates have been successful 
in tapping into the trend of employment outside academe, 
reported by Bowen and Schuster (1986), to avoid high 
unemployment rates which might otherwise have become evident 
due to the difficult employment situation within higher 
education reported by others (e.g., Cooper, 1986; Dill & 
Morrison,1985; Peterson, 1984). 
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Although more doctoral recipients in general are 
finding employment outside higher education (Bowen & 
Schuster, 1986), Tuckman and Belisle (1987) indicate that 
they are not being forced to take unwanted jobs or to accept 
underemployment. This statement would best be examined in 
the context of the current study according to gender. 
Although the current study reports that gender parity in 
graduation rates of higher education doctoral programs has 
been achieved, it also shows that such is not the case in 
employment patterns. 
The data reported here do provide insight into 
Gallagher and Hossler's (1987) question, "Will the middle-
management roles that many graduates of higher education 
fill become increasingly feminized in the coming years?" 
(p.371). Clearly the study confirms what others (e.g., 
Budig et al., 1984; Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Grace & Fife, 
1986) have already reported regarding the closing of the 
"gender gap." Although the proportion of each graduation 
year cohort employed in middle management has stayed 
relatively consistent, ranging from 35% of the 1987 cohort 
to just over 43% of the 1977 cohort, more of those positions 
went to women in recent years than earlier years. Just over 
nine percent of the middle manag.ers in the 1972 cohort were 
women, whereas almost 60% of the 1987 cohort were women. 
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This shift in gender balance of higher education 
doctoral recipients at the middle management level of higher 
education is almost entirely attributable to the shift in 
gender balance of the entire sample. The numerical growth 
of female higher education doctoral recipients who hold 
middle management positions in higher education almost 
exactly mirrors the growth of all female higher education 
doctoral recipients, according to the current study. 
The issue of definition must be brought into this 
discussion of feminization. If a simple increase in the 
proportion of female higher education doctoral recipients 
employed in middle management is the definition of 
feminization of middle managers who hold a higher education 
doctorate, then feminization has occurred. If feminization 
in this context refers to a shift in gender balance which is 
more extreme than the shift in gender balance of the overall 
population of higher education doctoral recipients, then it 
has not occurred. If feminization of middle management 
positions held by higher education doctoral recipients is 
defined as a proportion greater than that of women in the 
American work force, then feminization among middle managers 
who hold a higher education doctorate has occurred since the 
proportion of women in the work force has increased from 39% 
in 1972 to 45% in 1986 (Wakelee-Lynch, 1990) and, according 
to the current study, the proportion of female higher 
education doctoral recipients in middle management has 
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increased from under 10% to almost 60% over a similar time 
span (1972 - 1987). To answer the question posed by 
Gallagher and Hossler (1987) as it applies to higher 
education doctoral recipients, the term "feminization" must 
be more clearly defined. 
At best, the current study's findings provide 
information which is useful in consideration of Gallagher 
and Hossler's (1987) question about the possible 
feminization of higher education middle management. Since 
all middle managers in higher education do not come from 
higher education doctoral programs, it is impossible to 
generalize the findings of the current study beyond the 
context of higher education doctoral recipients. 
However, the current study does point to a condition 
which exacerbates the gender balance of higher education 
middle managers with doctorates in higher education and the 
gender balance of graduation rates from higher education 
doctoral programs. As others (e.g., McEwen et al., 1990; 
O'Neil, 1989; Wakelee-Lynch, 1990; Williams, 1986) have 
reported, the current study shows that women are still 
having difficulty breaking into the upper administration of 
colleges and universities. Only 10 women in the current 
study found their first postdoctoral position in a senior 
administrative post in higher education and only one of the 
10 was a first level administrator (e.g., President). One 
woman in the 1972 cohort was a senior administrator and two 
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women in the 1987 cohort were senior administrators. In 
comparison, 48 men held senior level administrative 
positions in higher education immediately after doctoral 
studies with six being first level administrators. Fourteen 
men in the 1972 cohort were senior administrators and 12 in 
the 1987 cohort were senior administrators. 
No women in this study were employed as first level 
postsecondary administrators in 1988 whereas nine percent of 
the first level administrative positions at colleges and 
universities in 1985 were held by women (Wakelee-Lynch, 
1990). Only eight women in the current study were employed 
as senior administrators at the time the surveys were 
completed. On the other hand, 14 men in the current study 
were employed at the first level and 56 were employed as 
senior administrators at the time they completed the 
survey. Over 87% of the current positions which are senior 
administrative posts-are held by men while just less than 
60% of the entire sample is male. 
The current study reveals that middle management 
positions held by higher education doctoral recipients are 
not disproportionately filled by women when compared to the 
gender blend of all higher eduction doctoral recipients. 
However, the findings of this study relative to gender 
differences in career patterns is consistent with the 
results of other research conducted on the career patterns 
of women in higher education (e.g., McEwen et al., 1990; 
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Williams, 1986) and women with doctorates in other fields 
(e.g., McCarthy et al., 1979; Tuckman & Belisle, 1987; 
Tuckman & Tuckman, 1984); that is, women are not moving up 
the career ladder in higher education at the same pace as 
men. The current study reveals that a doctorate in higher 
education appears to do little to alleviate the situation. 
Instead of confirming feminization of higher education 
middle management, as suggested by Gallagher & Hossler, this 
study suggests a continuing failure to "feminize" upper 
level management in a manner consistent with the gender 
blend of higher education doctoral recipients and the work 
force as a whole. So from the perspective of gender, women 
with higher education doctorates do appear to be 
disproprotionately underrepresented in higher education and, 
most notably, in the upper levels of higher education 
administration. 
Rosenfeld and Jones (1988) indicated that women leave 
higher education employment more quickly than men. The 
current study did not support this observation. Similar 
proportions of men (20.6%) and women (23.5%) were employed 
outside higher education prior to doctoral studies. After 
graduation slightly over 15% of the male respondents were 
still employed outside higher education while the proportion 
of female respondents employed outside higher education 
remained virtually unchanged (22.5%). The same number of 
women were ''currently" employed outside higher education 
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whereas the proportion of men currently employed outside 
higher education increased to 17.5%. This information 
suggests that a larger proportion of women than men entered 
their higher education doctoral studies from employment 
outside higher education and that fewer women than men moved 
into higher education employment after graduation. There is 
no evidence to suggest that women are leaving higher 
education more quickly than men. 
Another way to address the concept of underemployment 
is by examining career pattern differences according to type 
of doctorate earned. As has been previously noted, the 
rhetoric about the preferred degree has been abundant. 
Schneider et al. (1984) noted that the Ed.D. was intended to 
be the professional degree and it has been frequently 
observed that one of the major functions of the higher 
education doctoral programs was to prepare students to be 
professionals within higher education (e.g., Crosson & 
Nelson, 1986; Glazer, 1987; Johnson, 1978). Therefore, it 
might logically be assumed that the Ed.D. would be the 
preferred degree for higher education doctoral students. 
Yet over the years there has been a shift in type of 
doctorate sought from Ed.D. to Ph.D. (Carr, 1974; Crosson & 
Nelson, 1986) and this shift has been based largely on the 
perception that the Ph.D. is the preferred degree in 
postsecondary education (Dill & Morrison, 1985). 
Substantive differences between the degrees appear to be 
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minimal (Dressel & Mayhew, 1974; Schneider et al., 1984). 
No research has been conducted on the impact of type of 
doctorate (Ed.D. versus Ph.D.) on subsequent career. 
The current project adds a piece to the puzzle of 
degree preference by noting that there is nothing to suggest 
that one degree has a greater impact than the other on 
careers in higher education administration. More 
respondents in the current study who were faculty members in 
colleges and universities or employed in elementary or 
secondary education had Ed.D.s. But that was the only 
observed difference. According to the data on functional 
area of employment in the current study, recipients of one 
type of degree are no more likely to be employed in higher 
education administration than are recipients of the other. 
If anything, those earning the Ph.D. in higher education are 
less likely to become college or university faculty members, 
or K-12 educators. 
It was also possible to gain some insight into Tuckman 
and Belisle's (1987) perspective on unemployment or 
underemployment of doctoral recipients as it applies to the 
current study by examining the general satisfaction of the 
higher education doctoral recipients with their degree. It 
is assumed that those most satisfied with the degree were 
those who felt that the degree met their expectations. 
It is disheartening to observe that less than half of 
the respondents in the current study would seek a doctorate 
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in higher education if they had the opportunity to go back 
in time and start over again. Although more than half of 
the 1982 and 1987 cohorts (58% and 50.8% respectively) would 
seek such a doctorate again, only 47% of the 1972 cohort and 
slightly over 40% of the 1977 cohort would do so. In 
comparison, over 76% of the respondents in Carr's (1974) 
study indicated that they would seek a doctorate in higher 
education if they were starting over, ranging from a low of 
almost 73% of the 1966 cohort to a high of over 85% of the 
1963 cohort. At the very least, the fact that the same 
question was asked of the respondents in both studies 
indicates that fewer in the current study would seek a 
doctorate in higher education if they were starting over. 
If the willingness to make the same choice again is an 
indication of satisfaction with the initial choice, then it 
appears that the respondents in the current study are less 
satisfied with their doctorate in higher education than were 
the respondents in Carr's study. 
over 72% of the current study's respondents, down from 
over 84% of Carr's (1974) respondents, indicated that their 
doctoral work in higher education was relevant to subsequent 
job responsibilities. This is puzzling when compared 
against the data on satisfaction with the degree. Evidently 
more of the respondents found what they learned to be 
personally useful than found the degree to meet their 
expectations. The knowledge and skills acquired in the 
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doctoral program were evidently transferrable to the work 
setting, yet the degree did not meet the recipients' 
expectations relative to career advancement. It would 
appear that the career advancement expectations are what 
established the satisfaction level of the respondents and 
that relevance to subsequent responsibilities was secondary 
in determining satisfaction. 
Eighty-three participants in the current study 
provided comments which may give some indication why 
dissatisfaction with the degree they earned exists. 
Comments about the low status of higher education as a field 
of study were the most common. Representative comments 
include: "Higher education is often perceived as inferior 
to 'real' academic, content-based Ph.D.s. For those not 
interested in 'quick and dirty' climbing, this degree is a 
potential liability." "For the type of institution to which 
I am committed professionally (selective, liberal arts, 
independent), a Ph.D. in a traditional academic field is 
held in higher regard by faculty and board." "Many 
academicians don't know what the field is." "My doctoral 
program prepared me extraordinarily well but few people in 
higher education today know or understand what the degree is 
or what is studied. Many believe it is without rigor or 
substance. This situation is very unfortunate." 
Other comments addressed concern about the content and 
rigor of the higher education programs: "It should be a 
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more 'robust' degree. The outside minor should be much 
stronger. The higher ed. [sic] degree should be more of an 
intellectually based degree." "Area is too general--most 
academic administrators consist of faculty with doctorates 
in specific disciplines." "Other fields of study [are] more 
challenging intellectually." "Too much of the material 
studied is irrelevant." 
Some comments reflected disappointment that the degree 
did not provide a career boost: "A degree in higher 
education is almost worthless in that it isn't likely to 
lead to employment or employment advancement." "My training 
in higher education has helped me perform meritoriously in 
my job. However, advancement in educational institutions is 
not a function of competence/performance as much as other 
overiding factors." "I am not unhappy with what I learned 
but I have not found it a particularly salable degree." 
Other comments suggested that the doctorate in higher 
education was sought for reasons which would make continued 
commitment to the field of study marginal at best: "Higher 
Education is listed as my major, but most of the work was in 
the teaching field of Mathematics." "My course of study was 
really multi-disciplinary w/ Grad. College [sic] approval 
and Higher Ed. [sic] really only agreed to carry or cover my 
studies w/ [sic] a minimum of course work in the college." 
"Really my major field was health education though it falls 
under higher ed [sic]." "Doctorates in nursing are now more 
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credible and available than they were when I entered 
doctoral program." "My Ed.D. is in Physics Higher 
[EducationJ .... Almost all courses corresponded to those of 
the Ph.D. in physics and I [substituted] 10 hr [sic] of 
Higher [Education] in place of research. Research was in 
physics." 
The relevant point here is that these respondents 
would not choose the same course of study again. The 
implications of such a mind set can be dramatic for a field 
of study which is young and still seeking acceptance among 
graduate programs. Legitimacy will not be facilitated by 
disgruntled or dissatisfied graduates. 
SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW 
This chapter has presented information on the 
demographics, educational characteristics, and employment 
characteristics of 539 higher educational doctoral 
recipients. The data were arranged in a number of different 
ways to facilitate consideration of gender differences, 
racial differences, and differences according to year of 
graduation. 
The results of the current study were discussed in 
conjunction with the literature base. The National Research 
Council (1988) data, which covered the same time span as the 
current study, provided the current analysis with a point of 
reference for congruence. Carr's study, which covered the 
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nine years prior to the period covered by the current study, 
permitted consideration of some factors over a 24 year· time 
span. 
Chapter VI will summarize the study's findings and 
draw conclusions about them. Implications for practice and 
recommendations for future research will also be given. 
CHAPTER VI 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 
SUMMARY 
The purpose of this study was to examine the career 
progression of higher education doctoral recipients as one 
means of considering the value of a higher education 
doctorate. Four research questions were posed to advance 
consideration of the study's purpose. These questions 
focused the study on the demographic characteristics, career 
patterns, and differences according to doctoral program type 
of the sample with particular attention being given to the 
statistically significant relationships which emerged. 
In order to establish the population and select the 
sample for the current study, procedures were implemented to 
identify all higher education doctoral programs in existence 
in 1987. As a result, 88 programs were identified and 
information was collected from each program to be used in 
the categorization of the programs according to Dressel and 
Mayhew's (1974) typology. All program directors were also 
invited to provide the names and addresses of graduates from 
their doctoral programs for the calendar years 1972, 1977, 
1982, and 1987. 
Applying the Dressel and Mayhew (1974) typology to the 
higher education doctoral programs existing in 1987 yielded 
no program fitting perfectly into the Type 1 category 
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although several programs did show tendencies toward a Type 
1 profile. Since normative statements by the developers of 
higher education program typologies (Dressel & Mayhew, 1974; 
Kellams, 1973) indicated that the programs in each type were 
to be distinct from the programs in the other types, it was 
unclear whether the Type 1 tendencies identified in this 
study were sufficiently strong to separate those programs 
from the many programs which had Type 2 tendencies. Several 
higher education doctoral programs have exhibited a purely 
Type 2 profile and all programs have embraced the Type 2 
perspective to varying degrees. So, even if all program 
directors had provided names and addresses as requested, 
thereby being included in the main part of this study, 
application of the Dressel and Mayhew typology to the 88 
higher education doctoral programs would have been 
problematic, a finding consistent with Crosson and Nelson's 
(1986) earlier efforts. 
Since participation in the study, by providing the 
names and addresses of graduates, was voluntary, the efforts 
to categorize the programs in the study were affected by the 
response of the program directors. When it was determined 
that all 36 programs which participated in the main part of 
this study exhibited Type 2 tendencies or pure Type 2 
profiles, it was not possible to advance the inquiry into 
the career patterns of doctoral recipients according to type 
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of higher education program. Therefore, that aspect of this 
study received no further attention during data analysis. 
The 36 programs which participated in the main part of 
the study were compared to the 88 programs in existence in 
1987 on a number of characteristics. It was determined, 
statistically, that the program sample was representative of 
the universe according to all characteristics considered. 
Therefore, bias which could be present due to voluntary 
participation is dismissed as a major factor in this study. 
From the names and addresses provided by the 36 
program directors, a stratified random sample of the 1972, 
1977, 1982, and 1987 graduates was generated. Surveys were 
sent to 725 higher education doctoral recipients. A total 
of 539 of the 625 deliverable surveys was returned and 
usable (100 surveys were not deliverable because of the 
inaccuracy of addresses provided by the program directors), 
resulting in a usable response rate of 86.2%. (74.3% of the 
entire sample provided usable responses.) 
The manner in which the sample of doctoral recipients 
from the 36 higher education programs was generated 
minimized the effect of sampling bias. Furthermore, 
according to Dillman (1978), a high response rate would 
minimize the possible effect of nonrespondents. Given that 
a 50% response rate for mail surveys has been considered 
quite adequate (Dillman), the response rate for the current 
study was accepted as sufficiently high to disregard the 
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possibility of nonrespondent bias as a major limitation of 
the study. 
The impact on the results of this study of inaccurate 
addresses of individuals in the sample is an important 
limitation of the study since inaccurate addresses indicate 
that the individuals have moved and the reasons for the 
moves are unknown. This limitation could bias the results 
of this study. 
Data provided by the respondents were coded for 
computer analysis by the Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSSx, 1988) and the Statistical Analysis System 
(SAS, 1988). Analysis included the tabulation of item 
responses, the crosstabulation of variables, the computation 
of descriptive statistics, and chi-square analysis. 
The National Research Council maintains the Doctorate 
Records File which is a virtually complete database of 
information about individuals who earned their doctorates in 
every field each year. Although the National Research 
Council annually published a report on the previous year's 
graduates, little information about higher education 
doctoral recipients was normally included. As part of the 
current study, the National Research Council was 
commissioned by the author to separate the data on higher 
education doctoral recipients for the years of the study 
from the other data in the database and analyze them in a 
manner consistent with the annual reports. These data (NRC, 
1988) were included in the current study to enrich the 
report of certain findings. 
PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS 
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Considerable information about the higher education 
doctoral programs existing in 1987 was collected during the 
process to establish the population and sample of doctoral 
recipients. The information about the programs, although 
peripheral to the primary interest of this study, provided 
insight into the structure of the programs as they existed 
in 1987. 
The term "higher education", as it is used in the 
discussion of higher education doctoral programs, is still 
subject to a broad range of definitions, as was noted by 
Crosson and Nelson (1986). For example, the National 
Research Council, claiming to have a virtually complete 
dataset of information about all doctoral recipients for 
every year in every field (NRC, 1989), identified 
individuals who self-reported that they earned a higher 
education doctorate at one of 36 institutions which the 
current study found did not have a higher education doctoral 
program. Furthermore, certain respondents in the current 
study volunteered that, even though their doctorate was in 
higher education, most of their course of study and even 
their dissertation research was in another field. These 
examples indicate that there is still a lack of 
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understanding or agreement on the definition of the term 
"higher education" as it relates to the field of study~ 
Therefore, more stringent measures were employed in the 
current study to ensure that the programs identified did 
offer full courses of study at the doctoral level in higher 
education. 
The 88 higher education doctoral programs existing in 
1987 were located in 39 states and the District of Columbia, 
covering all regions of the United States. Just over 78% of 
the programs were in public institutions and almost 22% were 
in private institutions. Slightly over 45% of the programs 
offered both the Ed.D. and the Ph.D., just under 30% offered 
only the Ed.D., and just over 25% offered only the Ph.D. A 
research center focusing on the study of higher education, 
yet separate and distinct from the higher education program, 
existed at one-fourth of the institutions which supported a 
higher education doctoral program. 
An average of three full-time faculty members had 
primary responsibilities within the higher education 
doctoral programs. The full-time higher education faculty 
taught, on the average, almost 65% of the coursework offered 
in the higher education doctoral programs. Over 53% of the 
programs employed at least three full-time administrators or 
faculty members from other areas within the institution to 
teach at least one course within the higher education course 
of study. On the other hand, almost 40% of the programs 
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employed no one from outside the institution to teach in the 
higher education program. Generally, most of the higher 
education coursework was taught by employees of the 
institution supporting the higher education program with the 
bulk of the coursework being taught by the full-time higher 
education faculty. 
The average enrollment for the higher education 
doctoral programs was more than 57 in 1987. Over 57% of the 
students were seeking a Ph.D. Three-fourths of the programs 
reported that 25% or less of their students completed their 
studies on a full-time basis. Almost 60% of the programs 
also indicated that at least 75% of their students retained 
full-time employment throughout their doctoral studies. 
Over 53% of the programs indicated that at least 75% of 
their doctoral students were recruited from the 
institution's home state. Clearly, students seek a 
doctorate in higher education mostly on a part-time basis 
while maintaining full-time employment; enrolling in a 
program which was relatively close to the students' last 
predoctoral residence. 
Seventy of the 88 higher education doctoral program 
directors provided information about the objectives of the 
programs. Thirteen program objectives (6 Type 1 objectives, 
4 Type 2 objectives, 3 Type 3 objectives) identified by 
Dressel and Mayhew (1974) were presented to the program 
directors for them to select the five which were most 
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representative of their program's functions. Based on the 
information provided, the five most representative program 
objectives were identified. 
Typically, the programs had objectives which were a 
combination of those found in Type 1 and Type 2 of Dressel 
and Mayhew's (1974) typology. Almost 66% of the program 
directors indicated that the most descriptive program 
objective was "train professional higher educators 
(administrators and service personnel)" (Type 2 objective) 
and almost 93% of the program directors identified it as one 
of the five most descriptive objectives, making this the 
objective most descriptive of higher education doctoral 
programs. Second most descriptive was "synthesize and apply 
knowledge about higher education" (Type 2 objective) with 
almost 29% of the program directors selecting it as most or 
second most descriptive and almost 59% identifying it as one 
of the five most descriptive objectives. The next three 
most descriptive objectives were "generate new knowledge 
about higher education, its problems and operations" (Type 1 
objective), "involve students in administrative and service 
(internship) experiences" (Type 2 objective), and "explore 
implications and applications of disciplinary concepts, 
methodology, theories, and models" (Type 1 objective). 
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CAREERS OF HIGHER EDUCATION DOCTORAL RECIPIENTS 
Demographic and Educational Characteristics. The 
respondents in the current study included 84 1972 graduates, 
134 1977 graduates, 140 1982 graduates, and 181 1987 
graduates. over 85% of the entire sample was white; over 
nine percent was black; and less than six percent of the 
sample consisted of other ethnic backgrounds. There was no 
significant shift in ethnic blend over the time span of the 
study, with minority groups still being underrepresented in 
higher education doctoral programs when compared to 1980 
census data (NRC, 1989). On the other hand, a dramatic 
shift in the gender blend of the sample emerged over the 
course of the study. Substantiated by NRC (1988) data, the 
current study showed that gender parity among higher 
education doctoral graduates had been achieved by 1987. The 
NRC data showed that 1985 was the last year that more men 
than women earned a higher education doctorate. 
Both NRC (1988) data and the results of the current 
study document that, over the time span of the study, higher 
education doctoral recipients were graduating at an older 
age. The current study suggested that one reason for older 
graduation ages was that the students were entering their 
doctoral studies later in their career. Another reason for 
the older age at graduation, revealed by both NRC data and 
the results of the current study, was the fact that students 
were taking longer to complete their program of study, 
286 
largely because they maintained full-time employment while 
engaging in doctoral studies. 
Given the ongoing debate over the Ph.D. versus Ed.D. 
(e.g., Dill & Morrison, 1985; Schneider et al, 1984) and the 
documented shift from a preference for the Ed.D. (Carr, 
1974), it is worth noting that nothing in the results of the 
current study suggested that the shift had continued. This 
study documented that no clear preference for either degree 
existed in the sample as a whole or in any graduation year 
cohort. 
Employment Characteristics. The data from the current 
study revealed that there were virtually no significant 
differences in characteristics of the last predoctoral 
position either by graduation year or gender. Only the 
geographic location of the respondents' last predoctoral 
position relative to the doctoral program yielded a shift 
over the course of the study. During the 15 years of the 
study there was a shift towards students enrolling in a 
doctoral program closer to their last predoctoral position 
of employment. 
No other characteristic of the respondents' last 
predoctoral position yielded a statistically significant 
difference according to graduation year or gender. This 
observation is important since it lends credibility to the 
assumption that any statistically significant differences 
which emerged in the first postdoctoral position 
characteristics were largely attributable to the higher 
education doctorate. 
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A smaller proportion of each subsequent graduation 
year cohort in the current study was employed in higher 
education positions immediately following doctoral studies. 
over 93% of Carr's (1974) entire sample, which was drawn 
from nine higher education doctoral programs, and over 97% 
of his 1963 graduation year cohort was employed in higher 
education positions immediately following graduation. In 
comparison, almost 93% of the current study's 1972 
graduation year cohort was employed in higher education upon 
graduation whereas less than 76% of the 1987 cohort was 
similarly employed. 
At one time, a certain proportion of the higher 
education doctoral recipients employed outside higher 
education prior to their doctoral studies held a position in 
higher education upon graduation but, as time passed, this 
tendency has became less evident. Although over 97% of 
Carr's (1974) 1963 cohort was employed in higher education 
after graduation, less than 65% of that cohort was similarly 
employed prior to doctoral studies. Almost one-third of 
Carr's 1963 cohort gained a higher education position upon 
graduation even though they were employed outside higher 
education prior to doctoral studies. In contrast, virtually 
the same proportion of the 1982 cohort of the current study 
was employed in higher education after doctoral studies as 
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before and this continued to be true for the 1987 cohort. 
The current study reveals that the first postdoctoral· 
position is no longer the entry point into higher education 
employment that it once was. 
Those respondents employed in higher education after 
graduation tended to be similarly employed prior to doctoral 
studies and they tended to stay at the same hierarchical 
level in the same functional area. Almost 95% of those 
employed in higher education prior to doctoral studies were 
similarly employed upon graduation with almost 70% staying 
in the same functional area and over 73% staying at the same 
hierarchical level. More than one-third of the respondents 
held the same position after graduation as before. 
Over the course of the study, there was an increasing 
tendency for higher education doctoral recipients to secure 
their first postdoctoral position prior to graduation and to 
find a position closer to the institution granting them 
their doctorate. Just over 46% of the 1972 cohort accepted 
their first postdoctoral position prior to graduation and in 
the same state as the institution which granted the 
doctorate. In contrast, over 74% of the 1987 cohort 
accepted employment prior to graduation which was retained 
after earning the doctorate and over 66% of that cohort 
stayed in the same state as the institution granting them 
their degree. 
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Turning to employment patterns of the respondents 
according to gender, data analysis revealed that women with 
higher education doctorates were unable to find gender 
parity in the upper levels of higher education 
administration even though they had done so in graduation 
rates from higher education doctoral programs. Over 40% of 
the respondents were women, yet just over 17% of the first 
postdoctoral senior level administrative positions were held 
by women. Just one of the seven first level positions 
(e.g., Presidents) held at graduation was held by a woman. 
The proportion of female higher education graduates employed 
as senior level administrators in their first postdoctoral 
position declined during the 15 years covered by this 
study. When the current position of the respondents was 
considered, the disparity was more extreme. Only 12.5% of 
the senior level positions and none of the 14 first level 
positions held by respondents were held by women. 
On the other hand, the gender parity of the graduation 
rates of the respondents was mirrored at the middle 
management level in higher education. The proportion of 
female higher education middle managers with higher 
education doctorates was almost identical to the proportion 
of higher education doctoral recipients who were women. 
A larger proportion of the women (18.5%) than men 
(10.9%) have not held a position in higher education since 
graduation from their higher education doctoral program. 
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Furthermore, more women (10.2%) than men (4.7%) indicated 
that at no time in their career had they been employed in 
higher education. It stands to reason that a larger 
proportion of the female respondents than male respondents 
would be employed outside higher education since a smaller 
proportion of the women than men in the study held upper 
level administrative positions in higher education. 
When the first postdoctoral functional area of 
employment was considered by type of doctorate, nothing was 
gleaned from the results which supported the perception that 
the Ph.D. was "the credential necessary for ... successful 
placement in an institution of higher education" (Dill & 
Morrison, 1985, p. 170). A larger proportion of the first 
postdoctoral positions in elementary and secondary education 
were held by Ed.D. recipients than Ph.D. recipients (72.7% 
and 27.3% respectively). The first postdoctoral 
postsecondary faculty positions were also held by more Ed.D. 
than Ph.D. recipients (58.7% and 41.3% respectively). Only 
institutional research positions were filled mostly by Ph.D. 
recipients (91.7%) upon graduation. Even though most of the 
other higher education administrative positions were held by 
slightly more Ph.D. than Ed.D. recipients, the difference 
was not statistically significant. Therefore, it is not 
possible to substantiate, with data from the current study, 
that the Ph.D. is necessary, or any more useful than the 
Ed.D., for those individuals seeking employment in higher 
education. 
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satisfaction With Higher Education Doctorate. The 
higher education doctoral recipients indicated less 
satisfaction with their degree during the 15 years of this 
study than the nine years of Carr's (1974) study. This 
statement is based on the number of respondents who would 
still pursue a doctorate in higher education if they could 
go back in time and start over again. Over 76% of Carr's 
(1974) respondents, drawn from the graduates of nine higher 
education doctoral programs between 1963 and 1972, indicated 
that they would seek a doctorate again if they were to start 
over, ranging from a low of almost 73% of the 1966 cohort to 
a high of over 85% of the 1963 cohort. In comparison, less 
than half of the respondents in the current study indicated 
that they would do likewise, ranging from a low of just over 
40% of the 1977 cohort to a high of 58% of the 1982 cohort. 
Some of the respondents in the current study would not 
choose a higher education doctorate again because new 
options seem to better serve their career goals, which have 
remained unchanged. For example, a small but growing number 
of nurse educators (almost 10% of those indicating their 
alternative field of choice) indicated that they would seek 
a Doctorate in Nursing, a relatively new doctoral course of 
study, if they were starting their doctoral studies now. 
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Over 13% of the respondents indicated that they would 
not seek a doctorate in any field if they were starting 
over. This may reflect the low proportion of the current 
study's respondents (42.1%) who were employed at the time 
they completed this survey in positions which required a 
doctorate in any field. 
Other reasons for the lack of satisfaction with the 
doctorate in higher education were provided by comments 
written on the returned surveys. Generally, four themes of 
concern were woven throughout the comments. First, some 
respondents indicated concern about the low status of higher 
education as a field of study. Second, comments were made 
about the lack of rigor and relevant content within the 
programs. Third, some expressed dissatisfaction with the 
impact that the higher education doctorate had on their 
career. Finally, some said that they earned a higher 
education doctorate as a matter of convenience despite 
maintaining career interests which were peripheral to the 
focus of the course of study. 
Despite the general dissatisfaction of the current 
study's respondents with their choice of seeking a higher 
education doctorate, almost 72% of the respondents indicated 
that the doctoral work in higher education was relevant to 
subsequent job responsibilities. Although this proportion 
reflected a drop from over 83% of Carr's (1974) respondents 
who felt similarly, it still seemed high when considered 
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against the low proportion of the current study's 
respondents who indicated that they would seek the same 
degree again. Apparently there was a segment of higher 
education doctoral recipients in the current study who would 
not seek the same degree even though they found it to be 
useful. 
Although most higher education doctoral recipients in 
the current study indicated that the coursework was useful 
to them in their work, they also indicated that they 
probably would not seek the same doctorate if they had the 
opportunity to start over again. This may reflect 
dissatisfaction with the career opportunities they 
experienced after graduation. 
CONCLUSIONS 
Has the market for higher education doctoral 
recipients been saturated? This question has been asked 
repeatedly (Alciatore, 1972; Cooper, 1986; Crosson & Nelson, 
1986; Dill & Morrison, 1985; Gallagher & Hossler, 1987; 
Mayhew, 1972), yet no one has answered it. Although the 
current study cannot answer the question either, the 
findings reported here provide some insight, based on the 
respondents' behavior regarding employment, which would 
inform the discussion of market saturation for higher 
education doctoral recipients. 
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At the same time that the job market for doctoral 
recipients, in general, is being identified as favorable 
(e.g., Blum, 1990b; Bowen & Schuster, 1986; Tuckman & 
Belisle, 1987) the respondents in this study exhibited 
behavior which suggests that they perceive the job market 
for them to be tight. The existing literature on careers of 
doctoral recipients does little to confirm or dispel the 
assumption that the employment behavior of higher education 
doctoral recipients is congruent with that of all doctoral 
recipients. Possibly the behavior of higher education 
doctoral recipients is representative of that of all 
doctoral recipients as they consider employment relative to 
their credentials. This premise would suggest that the 
researchers' (e.g., Blum) views of the job market are 
divergent from the perspective of those competing for 
available positions (e.g., doctoral recipients, in 
general). On the other hand, the behavior of higher 
education doctoral recipients may be different from that of 
doctoral recipients in other fields, thereby suggesting that 
the job market is different for higher education doctoral 
recipients. Calls for studies in individual fields of study 
have been heard (Breneman, 1988; Tuckman & Belisle, 1987) 
and the results of these studies would provide meaningful 
points of reference for the current study relative to 
employment behavior of respondents. 
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The results of the current study do nothing more than 
identify the behavior of higher education doctoral 
recipients relative to the job market. No generalization or 
distinction is implied relative to other fields of study. 
over the course of the study, more higher education 
doctoral students maintained full-time employment while they 
were enrolled in their doctoral program. students were more 
likely to enroll in a doctoral program close to home, enroll 
at a later age, and take longer to graduate. There was also 
an increasing tendency for the students who did change jobs 
to accept a position before completing the degree and to 
keep it afterwards. Many of the respondents maintained the 
same position after graduation that they held before 
enrolling in doctoral studies. 
Given the tendency to secure work before graduation 
that was retained after graduation, it is not surprising 
that most of the respondents held first postdoctoral 
positions which did not require a doctorate and few of the 
respondents held a position which required a doctorate in 
higher education. Clearly, the respondents, especially in 
the later graduation year cohorts, were inclined to take 
work when they found it or keep it when they had it, without 
consideration for the credential required. 
Most higher education doctoral recipients who were 
employed in higher education before doctoral studies stayed 
there after graduation; maintaining employment in the same 
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functional area and at the same hierarchical level. Since 
most who enroll in a higher education doctoral program do so 
because of a desire to work in a position related to higher 
education (Grace & Fife, 1986), it is interesting that those 
employed outside higher education prior to doctoral studies 
were less likely over the course of the study to move into 
the field of higher education, even with a doctorate in 
higher education. Based on the findings of this study, it 
can be said that a doctorate in higher education is no 
longer the passkey into the field of higher education that 
Carr's (1974) study suggests it might have been; other 
credentials, such as experience, are at least equally 
compelling. 
Many higher education doctoral recipients in the 
current study showed dissatisfaction with their degree and 
one reason for this dissatisfaction may be that the job 
seeking behavior they exhibited was contrary to the type of 
behavior they had expected to exhibit. Even though the 
current study did not identify the specific expectations of 
the respondents relative to the doctorate in higher 
education, the study did identify their sentiments about 
their initial decision to pursue a higher education 
doctorate. Given the expectation of higher education 
doctoral students that a doctorate in higher education would 
have a positive impact on their career (Grace & Fife, 1986), 
this study identifies that that expectation, if it was true 
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for the respondents of this study, was not fulfilled and 
suggests that this unfulfilled expectation may have been a 
reason for the large proportion of respondents who would not 
seek a higher education doctorate if they had the 
opportunity to go back in time and start over again. 
Unwillingness to make the same decision twice suggests that 
a better choice is now evident and making the initial choice 
again would be less satisfactory than choosing a new option. 
It is difficult to ascertain whether market saturation 
for higher education doctoral recipients has truly been 
reached and the current study does not claim that such a 
condition exists. The current study does document job 
seeking behavior of higher education doctoral recipients 
which is compatible with conditions of a tight job market. 
Behavior of the higher education graduates suggests that 
they perceive the job market to be tight and they, 
therefore, are guided by job availability more than job 
desireability. If perception becomes an individual's 
reality and that reality guides the individual's behavior, 
then documentation of the actual condition is not necessary. 
At least in the minds of those affected, higher education 
doctoral recipients, job market saturation exists. 
The perception of market saturation for higher 
education doctoral recipients can have far reaching effects 
for higher education doctoral programs. That perception 
could translate into the reality of dwindling enrollments in 
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higher education doctoral programs, a condition which others 
(e.g., Cooper, 1986; Williams, 1984) have warned might be 
impending. It appears that the enrollment stability which 
had been reported (Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Gallagher & 
Hossler, 1987; Grace & Fife, 1986) does not translate into 
graduation rate stability. National Research Council (1978, 
1986, 1987, 1989) data indicate that the number of graduates 
from higher education doctoral progams as a group have been 
declining since 1977. Either more students are not 
completing their doctoral studies in higher education or 
enrollment levels are already declining. 
The lack of professional mobility caused by a tight 
job market is exacerbated when gender is considered. 
Although progress has been made in the area of gender parity 
among higher education doctoral recipients, an "invisible 
ceiling" (Silver, 1990) still exists which women have found 
difficult to break through. 
The current study documents what others had suspected 
(e.g., Budig et al., 1985; Gallagher & Hossler, 1986; Grace 
& Fife, 1986): As of 1986, more women than men are earning 
higher education doctorates, a balance previously achieved 
in few other subfields of study and only the "broad field" 
of education, which includes the subfield of higher 
education (NRC, 1989). Gender parity at graduation has not 
translated into gender parity in the job market for female 
higher education doctoral recipients. Consistent with the 
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results of other research on female doctorates (e.g., Stark 
et al., 1985; Tuckman & Belisle, 1987), the current study 
shows that women continue to experience difficulty breaking 
into the senior ranks of higher education administration. 
In fact, the current study suggests that the situation may 
have worsened with time for female higher education doctoral 
recipients. Even though an increasing proportion of the 
higher education doctoral recipients are women, a decreasing 
proportion of the upper level administrative positions at 
colleges and universities which are held by the higher 
education doctoral recipients participating in this study 
are filled by women. 
If, as the results of this study suggest, more women 
are graduating with doctorates in higher education and a 
decreasing proportion of the upper level administrative 
positions which are held by higher education doctoral 
recipients are filled by women, then what type of employment 
are these women finding after earning their higher education 
doctorate? Gallagher and Hossler (1987) proposed that women 
were finding employment in higher education middle 
management to the degree that middle management was on the 
verge of being "feminized." 
The current study revealed that an increasing 
proportion of the middle management positions held by higher 
education doctoral recipients was going to women. However, 
higher education middle management is not necessarily 
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becoming "feminized." Since all higher education middle 
managers do not have a higher education doctorate, it· is not 
possible to generalize the findings of this study to all 
middle managers. 
Furthermore, the term "feminization" must be clearly 
defined, which Gallagher and Hossler (1987) did not do, 
before the term can be applied in any given situation. In 
the context of the current study, different interpretations 
of the term would result in different conclusions being 
drawn. If feminization is defined as a simple increase in 
the proportion of women over a period of time, then middle 
management positions held by higher education doctoral 
recipients are becoming feminized. If that increase is 
compared to the change in proportion of women among all 
higher education doctorates, then feminization has not 
occurred. If the definition compares the increase to the 
proportion of women in the work force, then feminization has 
occurred. The manner in which the term "feminization" is 
defined determines whether it is possible to indicate that 
such a condition exists among higher education middle 
managers with a higher education doctorate. Certainly, the 
middle management positions being held by higher education 
doctoral recipients are no more "feminized" than all of the 
higher education doctorates. 
More women than men who earned doctorates in higher 
education were employed in positions unrelated to higher 
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education after receipt of the doctorate. More women than 
men with higher education doctorates have not been employed 
in higher education at all since earning their doctorate and 
more women than men in the current study have never been 
employed in higher education in their professional careers. 
The current study revealed that women with higher 
education doctorates are underrepresented in upper level 
management of higher education when compared to the gender 
proportions in the current study's sample and in the work 
force as a whole (Wakelee-Lynch, 1990). Furthermore, women 
with higher education doctorates are more likely than men 
with identical degrees to be employed in positions unrelated 
to higher education. 
Although progress in the area of gender parity has 
been observed in some areas of higher education, it 
continues to be absent in others. Of the respondents in the 
study, women are just as likely as men to earn a doctorate 
in higher education and women with a higher education 
doctorate are just as likely as men with a higher education 
doctorate to be employed in higher education middle 
management. However, the inability of women with higher 
education doctorates to break into the upper ranks of higher 
education administration suggests that they may be 
underemployed in higher education in comparison to men with 
higher education doctorates. Recent reports (Millar, 1990; 
Nickel, 1990), which focus on the functional area of 
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development in higher education administration, suggest· that 
this condition may be true even when controlling for years 
of experience, age, race, and educational background. 
Whatever advances have been made toward gender parity 
in higher education are not evident when race is considered. 
At a time when the call for better service to minorities in 
colleges and universities is being heard (e.g., Cole, 1990; 
Collison, 1988; D'Arms, 1990), no shift in the ethnic blend 
of doctoral graduates, in general, was evident. Although 
less than 15% of the current sample was from a minority 
background and no statistically significant shift in ethnic 
blend of higher education doctoral recipients was evident 
during the time span of the study, the minority graduation 
rate from higher education doctoral programs in 1987 (17.7% 
of that cohort) was higher than the minority graduation rate 
for the same year from doctoral programs in education 
(12.0%) and in all areas combined (9.1%) (NRC, 1989). 
Although, according to 1987 data, higher education doctoral 
programs are graduating a larger proportion of minorities 
than education doctoral programs or all doctoral programs 
combined, minority groups continue to be underrepresented in 
higher education doctoral programs when compared to the 
ethnic blend in America. Despite this underrepresentation, 
minority students in the current study did not have career 
paths which were significantly different from majority 
students. 
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Another issue which supposedly has an impact on 
doctoral recipients' ability to compete in the job market is 
the type of degree earned (Dill & Morrison, 1985; Schneider 
et al., 1984). The Ed.D. is often identified as the 
professional degree and the Ph.D. as the research degree 
(Schneider et al.), which would suggest that more higher 
education Ed.D. recipients should be employed in higher 
education administration and more higher education Ph.D. 
recipients should be employed as faculty members. Such is 
not the case in this study: There is no significant 
difference in the administrative ranks and more Ed.D. 
recipients are employed as faculty members in colleges and 
universities. From the perspective of employment patterns, 
the difference between the two degrees is minimal and 
certainly not consistent with perceptions (Dill & Morrison, 
1985) . 
Higher education doctoral recipients as a group don't 
appear to be very satisfied with their degree, whether it is 
a Ph.D. or an Ed.D. More than half of the current study's 
respondents would not seek a doctorate in higher education 
if they were able to go back in time and start over. On the 
other hand, the respondents indicated that their doctoral 
work in higher education was relevant to their subsequent 
professional duties. Initially, these may appear to be 
conflicting findings. However, such is not the case. The 
relevance of the doctoral work to subsequent duties 
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indicates that the respondents found what they learned to be 
useful and applicable in the jobs they held after 
graduation. The dissatisfaction with the degree, as 
suggested by the low proportion which would make the same 
choice again, implies that the degree may not have done for 
them career-wise what they had expected it to do. 
Presumably Grace and Fife's (1986) finding that career 
advancement in higher education was expected by higher 
education doctoral recipients to be the result of their 
personal and financial sacrifice of earning a higher 
education doctorate is also applicable for the respondents 
in this study. Therefore, the dissatisfaction of the 
respondents with their higher education doctorate might 
indicate that an "expectations gap" (Widdows & Hilton, 1990) 
existed between what the recipients expected of their higher 
education doctoral program and what they actually 
experienced. 
Consideration of the career patterns of higher 
education doctoral recipients was not facilitated by the 
different program types in the Dressel and Mayhew (1974) 
model for two reasons. First, the current study's attempt 
to quantify the model was marginally successful, at best; 
identifying a continuum of programs ranging from a pure Type 
2 profile (regional and practitioner-oriented) to a profile 
showing Type 1 tendencies (national and research-oriented) 
with certain Type 2 characteristics still evident. Second, 
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the programs which participated in the career paths part of 
the current study included none from the Type 1 end of the 
continuum. 
Clear distinctions between Type 1 and Type 2 programs 
continued to be elusive as they have been for other 
researchers using differing methodologies (Basil, 1980; 
Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Gallagher & Hossler, 1986). The 
current study supports Crosson & Nelson's observation that 
higher education doctoral programs "appear to be more 
homogeneous than heterogeneous" (p. 338). It appears that 
the homogeneity rests largely in the Type 2 characteristics 
which are present in every program. 
Although the Dressel and Mayhew (1974) typology did 
not inform the discussion of career patterns of higher 
education doctoral recipients, the career patterns of higher 
education doctoral recipients may provide some insight into 
the difficulty of quantifying the normative program 
typology. As has already been noted, tendencies which the 
higher education doctoral recipients exhibited in their 
employment patterns before, during, and immediately after 
graduation suggest that they perceive the job market to be 
tight. This perception could affect the profile of the 
program from which they graduated because certain 
characteristics of the various program types are affected by 
the employment patterns of higher education doctoral 
recipients who may be concerned about their ability to 
compete in the job market. 
306 
Most respondents in the later graduation year cohorts 
of the current study maintained full-time employment and 
part-time enrollment while in their program. Also, 
respondents in the later graduation year cohorts tended to 
enroll in programs closer to home and to be employed after 
graduation in positions closer to their doctoral program 
than their counterparts from the earlier graduation years. 
A large proportion of the current study's respondents also 
was employed in middle management administrative positions 
upon earning their doctorate. These employment tendencies 
of the respondents are consistent with Type 2 
characteristics and therefore would cause the programs to 
exhibit more Type 2 characteristics. 
It may be that programs which might desire to exhibit 
a Type 1 profile are not able to control certain student 
characteristics which Dressel and Mayhew (1974) identify as 
part of their model. A tight job market, or even the 
perception of it by those who must compete in it, may have a 
greater impact on certain aspects of a program's profile 
(e.g., distance students will travel to enroll in the 
program, enrollment/employment patterns during doctoral 
studies, and location of graduates' employment upon 
graduation) than do the intentions and efforts of those 
working to establish the program's identity. Therefore, it 
would follow that higher education doctoral programs, 
including those which might seek to achieve a Type 1 
profile, would take on Type 2 traits according to student 
characteristics of the typology. 
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It may be that the environment which existed when 
Dressel and Mayhew (1974) established their program type 
model has changed sufficiently to prevent certain aspects of 
the model, such as those related to student characteristics, 
from being applicable in efforts to categorize the higher 
education programs. Clearly, the choices of the students 
affect the profile of the doctoral programs in a way which 
is out of the control of those responsible for establishing 
the direction of the programs. If student choices are 
indeed affected by perceptions of a tight job market, then 
those perceptions are also having an impact on the 
characteristics of the higher education programs. 
It appears likely that recent higher education 
doctoral recipients will not enjoy great upward mobility or 
employment breakthroughs simply as a result of earning a 
doctorate in higher education. At one time the higher 
education doctorate may have had a marked impact on career 
patterns of those who earned it, but this no longer seems to 
be true. Dissatisfaction with the higher .education 
doctorate by those who earned it suggests that the impact 
they expected the degree to have on their careers may not 
have been realized. Expectations of those seeking a higher 
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education doctorate evidently were not consistent with 
actual experience. This dissonance between expectation and 
experience must be addressed by the programs in higher 
education; they "cannot be indifferent to changing markets 
without placing themselves in potential jeopardy" (Birnbaum, 
1988, p. 222). 
LIMITATIONS 
"Follow-up studies should refine and improve a 
previous research project, strengthen the inferences to be 
drawn by narrowing or broadening the sample, and correct 
those details or data elements overlooked in the original 
design of the research" (Brittingham & Pezzullo, 1990, 
p. 85). To facilitate the efforts of others who may attempt 
to build on the information provided in this study, 
limitations which emerged during the course of this project 
and which affected the interpretation of its results are 
presented in this section. 
First, poor tracking of graduates by the programs 
hampered the response rate. Inaccurate addresses prevented 
almost 14% of the sample from receiving the survey and 
therefore the results may have been skewed in some unknown 
way. Information from this group, if it had been available, 
may have affected the results of the study since it is 
likely that the programs lost track of those in the group 
because they moved and possibly changed jobs. 
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Second, this study did not identify the expectations 
of the respondents relative to the higher education 
doctorate. This information would have established a useful 
frame of reference for the actual impact of a higher 
education doctorate on career advancement and provided 
meaningful insight into the reasons for dissatisfaction 
among the respondents with the higher education doctorate. 
Third, when the current study revealed the limited 
immediate impact that the higher education doctorate had on 
career opportunities of those who earned it, the study was 
not able to take the next step and indicate whether this 
finding was due to a delayed impact or a nonexistent impact 
on the graduate's career. It is important that this step be 
taken so that those considering a doctorate in higher 
education would have reasonable expectations of what the 
degree will, or will not, do for their careers. 
Fourth, this study presented a hint that the Ph.D. 
might have no greater impact on careers than the Ed.D., but 
the study was not able to provide conclusive evidence to 
that end. Given the ongoing debate regarding the relative 
value of the two degrees, further insight into the impact of 
each degree on the careers of those who hold it is 
necessary. 
The current study was unable to address fully the 
issues just identified because of internal and external 
factors. By identifying these limitations, the author 
intends to inform the design of future research efforts 
which may address the career patterns of higher education 
doctoral recipients so that the results may be more 
meaningful. 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
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The results of this study present more than a picture 
of the impact of the higher education doctorate on the 
professional lives of those who have earned it. Suggestions 
for further research and recommendations for those involved 
with and committed to higher education as a field of study 
can also be drawn from the findings of this study. 
The results of the current study suggest that the 
research on the career patterns of higher education doctoral 
recipients is far from complete. Whatever the reasons, it 
appears that the level of safisfaction with a doctorate in 
higher education may have deteriorated. The satisfaction 
level of program graduates can have a profound effect on the 
continued existence of the program itself (Ewell, 1983; 
Johnson, 1978; Midgen, 1987; Widdow & Hilton, 1990). 
Attention to the insights of program graduates can be useful 
in addressing issues of program accountability and 
improvement (e.g., El-khawas, 1987; Holcomb et al., 1987; 
Kolman et al., 1987). Higher education as a field of study 
would do well to be more attentive to the perceptions 
ofthose who selected it over other areas of graduate study. 
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In this vein, the results of the current study suggest 
the need for additional research on the graduates of higher 
education doctoral programs. Most pressing is the need to 
conduct studies of this nature more frequently and on a 
broad scale. Once every 15 years, the time lapse between 
Carr's (1974) study and the current research, is entirely 
too infrequent and studies only involving the graduates of a 
small group of programs are not as useful. Examination of 
the career patterns of individual programs on a regular 
basis would be a good starting point, but the results would 
be of limited use unless many programs conducted similar 
studies using similar methodologies. It would be most 
beneficial for many, if not all, programs to submit 
themselves to this type of scrutiny as a group on a regular 
basis so that the they would have longitudinal information 
about their individual programs and comparative data for 
consideration of their program in a broader context. 
The current study approached the topic of value of a 
doctorate in higher education from the perspective of impact 
of the degree on recipients' career advancement. In future 
research of this type, it would be useful to ascertain 
graduates' expectations at the point of entry into doctoral 
studies and thereby have a frame of reference when examining 
the actual impact of the degree on subsequent professional 
lives. The current study did not address this area and 
therefore leaves it open to speculation. 
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Despite considering the first postdoctoral position 
and the current position of its respondents, the current 
study did not examine the career paths of the higher 
education doctoral recipients subsequent to the first 
postdoctoral position in such a way that enabled comparison 
among the graduation year cohorts. The current study was 
able to document that the doctorate in higher education had 
little immediate impact on the careers of those who earned 
it, yet the study did not collect data which enabled it to 
determine whether the impact was delayed rather than 
nonexistent. Attention to the possiblity of delayed impact 
of the higher education doctorate on the careers of those 
who earned it would be a meaningful addition to the 
understanding of career patterns of higher education 
doctoral recipients. 
Another useful addition to the understanding of higher 
education doctoral recipients would be further comparative 
analysis of the impact of the Ph.D. and the Ed.D. on career 
patterns of those earning these degrees. The observation in 
the current study (which was based on limited analysis) that 
the Ph.D. does not have a more positive impact on careers in 
higher education than an Ed.D., calls for further 
investigation. If reality, from a career perspective, does 
not match the prevailing perception that the Ph.D. is the 
better degree (e.g., Dill & Morrison, 1985; Schneider et 
al., 1984), then it would be good to have the fact 
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documented. Such research could have a threefold effect: 
First, those considering or having only the option to seek 
an Ed.D. would be less likely to suffer from diminished 
status by doing so. Second, if there is no difference in 
the career opportunities for recipients of the two types of 
degrees, then there may be less reason to have both. Third, 
and ideally, the lack of difference in career opportunities 
might be sufficient incentive for the programs to clarify 
the distinctions between the two degrees so that prospective 
students could make informed choices when selecting the type 
of higher education doctorate to seek. 
Another area of inquiry which would further advance 
the discussion of the career patterns of higher education 
doctoral recipients is that of the perception of the degree 
by employers. It is possible that the perception of market 
saturation is caused, in part, by the low degree of 
acceptance of the higher education doctorate by employers. 
Comments by some respondents and the fact that a very small 
percentage of the sample was employed, at the time they 
completed the current study's survey, in a position 
requiring a doctorate in higher education support that 
possibility. The degree of acceptance that the higher 
education doctorate enjoys in the job market must be 
established before the question of market saturation for 
higher education doctoral recipients can be resolved. 
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Also continuing to defy resolution is the question of 
program types. The current study can be added to the.list 
of those which have attempted to apply Dressel and Mayhew's 
(1974) typology to higher education doctoral programs (e.g., 
Basil, 1980; Crosson & Nelson, 1986; Gallagher & Hossler, 
1986). Although the current study may have added some 
insight into certain aspects of the model, nothing 
definitive was achieved. Attempts to quantify the normative 
model have all been marginally successful, at best. It is 
possible that the typology, as originally presented, can no 
longer be applied and, therefore, the model needs to be 
revised or updated, if it is to be used at all. Simply 
continuing the discussion of program types is beneficial to 
higher education as a field of study because such exercises 
have an introspective and evaluative aspect to them. 
The current study suggests more than the focus of 
future research projects. It is also possible to glean from 
this study insights which could guide the conduct of faculty 
in higher education programs. 
Certainly those responsible for recruiting and 
admitting students into higher education doctoral progams 
need to ensure that the applicant screening process is 
thorough and rigorous. Prospective students' motives for 
wanting a higher education doctorate should be carefully 
examined; those not already employed in higher education 
should be discouraged from seeking admission until they have 
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had experience in higher education if their objectives are 
to have a career related to higher education. In any· case, 
it is essential and ethically proper for the applicants to 
be informed about the job market and what they will be 
facing upon graduation. Although it is appropriate to focus 
on the personal growth benefit of doctoral studies in higher 
education, that focus must be balanced with a realistic 
presentation of the limited impact that a doctorate in 
higher education alone will have on the career. 
Although it would be beneficial to increase the 
minority presence in higher education doctoral programs, it 
is essential not to yield to the temptation of letting 
minority status become the primary admission criteria. 
Minority status and a doctorate in higher education will not 
assure professional success. The results of this study 
suggest that minority higher education doctoral recipients 
do not enjoy any greater success in their career advancement 
than do majority doctoral recipients. 
Women seeking admission to higher education doctoral 
study need to be counselled regarding the frustration they 
will probably encounter if they have aspirations for upward 
mobility. Women need to be aware of the fact, which is not 
unique to doctoral study in higher education, that it will 
probably take them longer to achieve their career goals than 
an equally qualified man, even with the higher education 
doctorate. 
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Higher education doctoral program directors and 
faculties should explore methods of making the programs 
attractive to part-time students without compromising rigor 
or focus. Individuals are probably going to maintain full-
time employment and look for a doctoral program which will 
fit into their current routine. A certain amount of 
personal sacrifice on the part of the students is to be 
expected; but if the doctoral program appears to place 
individuals' careers at risk while they seek the degree, 
then they may explore other alternatives. 
Higher education doctoral programs could be modified 
in a number of ways, without compromising content or rigor, 
so that they would be more attractive to prospective 
students. For example, courses could be offered at times 
which would not conflict with the normal work day (e.g., 
evenings or weekends). Also, different models of residency 
could be established (e.g., complete 36 semester hours in 
three consecutive academic years, complete six semester 
hours each in the fall, spring, and summer of one academic 
year) as an alternative to the traditional residency 
requirement of full-time enrollment for one academic year. 
On the other hand, since higher education doctorates 
already suffer from an image problem (Williams, 1984), the 
temptation to alter the requirements simply to attract 
students should be avoided. It is essential that the higher 
education faculties strike a careful balance between program 
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requirements, to maintain the credibility and integrity of 
the programs, and program flexibility, to make the programs 
accessible and attractive for prospective students. 
Faculty in higher education doctoral programs need to 
do a better job of tracking their graduates. By doing so, 
they would have access to information which would be of 
benefit to them in two ways. First, information on the 
subsequent professional lives of their graduates could be 
presented to prospective students as an indication of the 
possible impact of the degree on graduates' professional 
lives. Second, the information from graduates could be used 
as an assessment and accountability tool when the program 
itself was under review. 
As has already been observed, higher education as a 
field of study and doctorates earned in it appear to suffer 
from an image problem. Many professionals working in 
colleges and universities lack understanding of the field of 
study (Williams, 1984) and appear unwilling to venture from 
the status quo when it comes to filling position vacancies 
(Fife, 1987; McDade, 1987). These could be factors 
contributing to the perception of job market saturation for 
higher education doctoral recipients. Those committed to 
the field of higher education need to find a way to market 
the benefits of higher education doctoral recipients to the 
postsecondary education enterprise. If this is not done 
successfully, the ultimate crunch will be felt by the 
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programs themselves. Prospective students will seek other 
avenues to achieve their career goals. 
The Association for the study of Higher Education 
(ASHE) can play a very important role in advancing the cause 
of higher education as a field of study. As the umbrella 
organization for those engaged in the study of higher 
education, it could be a motivating force in advancing the 
cause and image of higher education doctoral programs and 
their graduates. ASHE could be an effective mouthpiece of 
its constituents to the broader postsecondary enterprise, 
clarifying for the uninformed and advocating to the 
unconvinced. 
Even with the information from the current study, the 
picture of the career patterns of higher education doctoral 
recipients is incomplete. ASHE could serve as a meaningful 
resource for those interested in conducting further research 
in this area. At the very least, ASHE should keep an 
up-to-date listing of the higher education doctoral programs 
existing in the United States, thereby providing a logical 
starting point for those interested in conducting research 
on a number of topics, including career patterns of higher 
education doctoral recipients. If researchers have to go to 
the lengths employed in this study to identify the universe 
of higher education programs in a given year, then it is 
little wonder that they fail to complete the research or 
that they take shortcuts. The current study documented that 
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ASHE's program listing was inaccurate and incomplete, and 
the current study established a method by which higher 
education doctoral programs could be identified. 
ASHE could do much more to advance the cause of 
research in the area of career patterns of higher education 
doctoral recipients than simply be an information source. 
Periodically the call for ASHE to take leadership in 
establishing a research focus or engage in ongoing data 
collection on the career patterns of higher education 
doctoral recipients has been heard (e.g., Chaffee, 1990; 
Gallagher & Hossler, 1987). With ASHE in the lead, such 
studies would enjoy added credibility and possibly 
additional participation by the individual programs. 
Higher education as a field of study has struggled 
over the years from lack of a generally accepted definition 
(Crosson & Nelson, 1986) and the current study found that 
this condition continued to exist. With higher education as 
a field of study lacking either a clear focus or the success 
of articulating its purpose so that it is generally accepted 
and broadly understood, the field of study is therefore 
especially susceptible to the interpretation of those 
outside the field. Therefore, higher education doctoral 
recipients could be expected to do things that they were not 
trained to do or their value to postsecondary education 
could be missed altogether. In this context, the current 
study considered the responses of past consumers of higher 
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education doctoral programs. Hopefully, those responsible 
for the continued growth and health of higher education as a 
field of study would find the results of this study a useful 
test of congruence between intentions of program faculty, 
directors, and students; and the actual experiences of those 
who earned higher education doctorates. 
Appendix A 
survey of Programs in Higher Education 
SURVBY OP PROGRAMS IN 
HIOHBR EDUCATION 
Your institution has been included in this survey because it 
is liated in the Pireotorr of ASHE Membership and Hisher Education 
Prosram Faoultr <1987>, the Peterson'• Annual Guide to Qraduate 
(321] 
~tudr: Graduate Procrams in the Humaniti•• and social Sciences 
(1987), and/or the ACPA Directory of Graduate Preparation Programs in 
College Student Peraonnel (1987) aa havina an academio unit which 
focuaea on the atudy of hither education (even tbou1h the unit may not 
have the worda "hi1ber education" in its title). Your institution'• 
listinl in theae directories doea not, in all ca•••• indicate whether 
the academic unit haa an educational ooaponent, whether it offers a 
doctoral pro1ram in hilher education, or is strictly a reaearcb unit 
which offers no claasroom inatruction. Therefore this instrument is 
deai1ned to clarify theae matters and to collect additional data about 
doctoral pro1rama in hi1her education. 
I, OENBRAL INFORMATION ON THE STUDY OP HIOHBR BDUCATION 
Thia aection is deai1ned to clarify the nature and function 
of the academic unit at your institution which focuses on the 
atudy of hi1her ·education, if auch a unit exiata. 
1, Ia there an academic unit at your institution which offera 
coursework in the study of hilher education? (Circle 
number) 
1 1, YES IPleaae 10 to I 2. NO , question 6 on pa1e 3. 
2. Where i• the atudy of hilher education housed 
or1anizationally at your inatitution? (Circle 
number) 
1. A SEPARATE SCHOOL, COLLIOB, OR CENTER WITHIN 
THE INSTITUTION, 
2, ONE OF SEVERAL DEPARTMENTS WITHIN A SCHOOL, 
COLLEOE, OR CENTER AT THE INSTITUTION, 
3, ONE OF SEVERAL SUBDIVISIONS WITHIN A DEPARTMENT, 
4, OTHBR--PLEASE SPECIFY ____________ _ 
[322] 
3. Listed below are a series ot program objectives, Please 
select up to five (5) which describe the actual (rather 
than the ideal) funotion(s) of your institution's 
academic unit which offers coursework in the study of 
higher education, (Circle numbers) 
l, DEVELOP HODELS ~OR PRACTICAL APPLICATION OF 
KNOWLEDGE ABOUT HIGHER EDUCATION; 
2, EXPLORE AND DEVELOP IMPLICATIONS OF DISCIPLINES 
IN UNDERSTANDING HIGHER EDUCATION: 
3. EXPLORE IMPLICATIONS AND APPLICATIONS OF 
DISCIPLINARY CONCEPTS, HETHODOLOGY, THEORIES, 
AND MODELS; 
4, GENERATE NEW KNOWLEDGE ABOUT HIGHER EDUCATION, 
ITS PROBLEMS AND OPERATIONS; 
5, INVOLVE STUDENTS IN ADMINISTRATIVE AND SERVICE (INTERNSHIP) EXPERIENCES; 
6, ORGANIZE AND SYNTHESIZE OUTPUTS OP DISCIPLINARY 
BASED RESEARCH; 
7, PROVIDE A CLUSTER OF COURSES OF PARTICULAR 
INTEREST TO STUDENTS PURSUING GRADUATE STUDY IN 
OTHER DISCIPLINES; 
8. PROVIDE BREADTH TO THE GRADUATE STUDIES OF THOSE 
WHO EXPECT TO TEACH AT THE POSTSECONDARY LEVEL 
IN OTHER DISCIPLINES; 
9, PROVIDE CONSULTATION SERVICE TO INSTITUTIONS; 
10, SYNTHESIZE AND APPLY KNOWLEDGE ABOUT HIGHER 
EDUCATION; 
11, TRAINPROFESSI.ONAL HIGHER EDUCATORS (ADMINISTRATORS AND SERVICE PERSONNEL); 
12, TRAIN PROFESSORS OF HIGHER EDUCATION; 
13, TRAIN RESEARCHERS IN HIGHER EDUCATION; 
14, OTHER--PLEASE SPECIFY __________ _ 
Which of the objectives that you selected ia the • ost 
descriptive or the aotual function or your prograa? (Put number of ite• on appropriate line below) 
MOST DBSCRIPTIVB 
SECOND MOST DESCRIPTIVE 
THIRD HOST DESCRIPTIVE 
FOURTH HOST DESCRIPTIVE 
FIFTH MOST DESCRIPTIVE 
2 
4, Which one of the followinl categories more closely 
describes the course otferin1s in hi1her education? (Circle number) 
(323] 
.-----1, PROORAM--A COURSE OF STUDY IN HIOHER EDUCATION 
LEADINO TO A GRADUATE DEGREE (THE COURSE 
OF STUDY SHOULD FOCUS ON THE BROAD FIELD 
OF HIGHER EDUCATION AND NOT 
SUBSPECIALTIES SUCH AS STUDENT AFFAIRS, 
ACADEMIC AFFAIRS, OR THE COMMUNITY 
COLLEOE) 
2, CONCENTRATION--A COLLECTION OF COURSES WHICH 
COULD LEAD TO A MINOR IN HIGHER 
EDUCATION FOR STUDENTS IN OTHER GRADUATE 
PROGRAMS, BUT WHICH DOES NOT YIELD ANY 
GRADUATE DBORBB IN HIGHER EDUCATION 
If you indicated that the course 
~----~offerin1s aore nearly represent a 
concentration, please 10 to question 6 
below, 
5, What de1rees are offered in the pro1ram? (Circle the 
number of all tbat apply) 
l , ·'.,PH , D , 
2, BD,D 
3, H,A, 
4, M,ED, 
5, OTHBR-... PLEASE" SPECIFY ____________ _ 
6, Is there a reaearch center at your inatitution which focusea 
on the study of hi1her education but does not offer any 
coursework? (Circle number) 
l, YES 
2. NO 
II, INFORMATION ABOUT FACUL1Y OF DOCTORAL PROGRAMS 
Thia aection ia deai1ned to collect data about the ataffinl 
patterns of hi1her education pro1ra• s which offer doctoral 
de1reea, If there is no academic unit at your institution which 
offers coursework leadinl to a doctorate in hi1her education, 
please 10 to section Von pa1e 5. 
7. How many full-time faculty currently (1987-88) have primary 
work reaponaibility within the hilher education pro1ra111? 
NUMBER ___ _ 
3 
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8, How many full-time faculty or administrators at your 
institution currently (1987-88) teach at least one course in 
the higher education program while having primary work 
responsibility outside the program? 
NUMBER ____ _ 
9. How many adjunct (i.e. temporary or part-time) faculty 
currently (1987-88) teach in the hi1her education pro1raa? 
NUMBER ____ _ 
10. Approximately what percent of the teachinl in the hi1her 
education pro1ram ia handled by the full-time faculty who• e 
primary re• ponaibilitiea are within the unit? 
PBRCBNT ____ _ 
III. INFORMATION ABOUT STUDENTS IN HIGHER EDUCATION DOCTORAL PROGRAMS 
Thi• section i • concerned with the enrollment pattern• of 
doctoral pro1ram• in bi1her education, 
11, What i • the headcount of • tudent• who are currently 
(1987-88) enrolled (i,e, takinl claaae• or makinl 
aatisfactory pro1reaa on their diaaertation) in the hilher 
education doctoral pro1ram(a) (Ed,D and Ph,D combined)? 
NUMBER ____ _ 
12, How many of the doctoral • tudent• are enrolled in a Ph,D, 
pro1ram? 
NUMBER ____ _ NOTE: It is aaaumed that the 
reat of the doctoral 
• tudenta are enrolled 
in the Ed,D pro1ram, 
13, How many of the doctoral • tudents (Bd,D and Ph,D combined) 
are currently (1987-88) enrolled on a full-time basis aa 
defined by your institution? 
NUMBER ____ _ NOTB: It is aaaumed that the 
reat of the doctoral 
students are enrolled 
on a part-ti• e basis, 
14, Approximately what percent of the doctoral • tudenta co• plete 
their pro1ram predominantly on a full-time basis? 
PIRC INT ____ _ 
15, Approximately what percent of the doctoral • tudent• complete 
their pro1ram while maintaininl full-time employment? 
PERCENT ____ _ 
4 
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16. Approximately what percent of the current doctoral students 
were recruited from the institution's home state? 
PERCENT ____ _ 
IV, INFORMATION ON ALUMNI OF DOCTORAL PROGRAMS 
17, How many etudent• (Bd,D and Ph,D, combined) have iraduated 
from your doctoral pro1ram in hither education eince it wae 
founded? (Pleaae provide an eetimate if 7ou are unable to 
live an aoourate count,) 
NUMBER ____ _ 
18, Would 7ou be willini to provide a li•t of rraduatee, with 
their • ailinr addreaaee and 7ear of iraduation, for the 
purpose of a atud7 of career patterns of hi1her education 
doctoral recipients? (Circle number) 
1, YES 
2, NO 
V, INFORMATION ON RESPONDBNT 
Thia information ia requested to provide the opportunity for 
follow-up or clarification of information provided in tbia 
aurvey, (Please print) 
Na• e Titl_e_o_r_p_o_a~l~t~i-o_n _______________________ _ 
Institution Hailini Addr_e_e_s _______________________ _ 
Telephone number _______________________ _ 
VI, RESULTS 
19, Would you like a eummar7 of the results of this survey? (Circle number) 
l, YES 
2, NO 
VII, COMMENTS 
Please feel free to add comments here and on the back of this 
aurve7, Thank you for your·participation. 
RETURN TO: Stephen 0, Mason 
1044 w. Catalpa Ave., tl 
Chi0a10, IL 60640 (312) 878-7379 
RETURN BY: February 12, 1988 
5 
Appendix B 
Program Director Cover Letter 
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January 26, 1988 
Dear Collea1ue, 
Little research has been devoted to the study of 1raduates of 
doctoral pro1rams in hi1her education! even thou1h analysia of their 
attitude• and career pattern• could y eld inai1hta into the quality of 
the pro1rama, the value of theae pro1rama to their 1raduatea, and the 
potential future demand for theae pro1rama, Hi1her education doctoral 
recipients are in a unique position to provide feedback re1ardin1 
these pro1rams, Tappin1.thia data aouroe oould provide infor-.tion 
which will facilitate the on1oin1 evaluation that hi1her education 
pro1rams must uae to remain conaonant with the demands of A:aerioan 
hilher education, In this vein, I am initiatinl a study of the career 
patha of hilher education doctoral recipients and I hope you will 
asaiat me, 
The 1987 DireotorY ot ASHB Member1hiD IDf Higher 13uortion 
P6och,, Faculty lista your inatltution as7iav n1 an aoa em o unit w ioocuses on the studi of hiaher education, You, as its director, 
are in a position to faoi itate this study in two ways: 
1, Complete and return the enclosed survey, which should only 
take a few minutes, By doin1 ao, you will aasist ae in 
developinl a profile of hi1her education doctoral pro1rams 
which currently exiat in the United State&, 
2, Indicate, on the enclosed aurvey, your willin1neas to 
participate further in thia atudy by aareeinl to aend, at a 
future date_, a mailinl list of all 1raduatea of your pro1ram 
for the calendar yeara 1972, 1977, 1982, and 1987, My coal 
ia to 1enerate a repreaentative aaaple of the 1raduates of 
all pro1rams currently in exi• tenoe, 
Individual responaes in this atudy will be treated confidentially and 
reported only in a11re1ate statiatioal aummaries, 
Your cooperation is esaential for the auooeas of this project, 
If you assiat me with thi• atudy, y~u will receive a • ummary of the 
results by requeatinl it on the survey, I will also reimburse you for 
the coat of mailina the alumni list to • e, 
I would be happy to answer any question• you • iabt have, My 
telephone number ia (312) 878-7379, Thank you for your aaai• tance, 
Bnolo• ure•: 
Sinoerel7, 
Stephen 0, Ha• on 
Hiaber Bduoation Pro1raa 
Loyola Univer• ity of Chioa10 
Survey 
Postaae paid return 'envelope 
Appendix c 
Program Director Follow-up Post Card 
februar1 1, 1988 
La• t week a que• tionnair• •••kl..- intoraation about tbe • tud1 of 
hi1her eduoation at 1our in• titution wa• aailed to 1ou. You were 
identified•• tbe pro1r- direotor or oontaot per• on. 
It 1ou have alread1 ooapleted and returned it to•• pl•••• aooept • 1 
• inoere thank•, If not, pl•••• 4o • o toda1. Sino• thi• proJeot 
ulti-tel1 •••k• to·•x-in• the oareer patb• of craduate• of all 
hi1h•r eduoation dootoral pro•r-• ourrentl1 in exi• tenoe, 1our 
partioipation, at tbi• point, i • •••ential to it• • uoo•••• 
It b1 • oae ohanoe 1ou did not receive tbe que• tionnaire, or it cot 
• i • plaoed, pl•••• oall •• ricbt now, oollaot (111•871•7179) and I will 
-11 1ou another one tod•1• 
linoerel1, 
Stephen o. Maaon 
Hieber lduoation Procru 
Lo1ola Univer• it1 of Ohioaco 
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Appendix D 
Program Director Follow-up Letter 
[328] 
February 15, 1988 
Dear Colleaiue, 
About three weeks aio I wrote to you seekini information about a 
iraduate proiram in hiiher education that may exist at your 
institution, As of today I have not yet received your completed 
questionnaire, 
I have initiated a study of career patterns of 1radua.te11 of 
hilher education doctoral proirams and I aa attemptinl to 1enerate 
the sample from all proirama currently in existence in the United 
States, The information that is provided about the pro1rama will 
facilitate analysis which may yield some inaiihta into the nature of 
hiiher education pro1rama in this country, the value of these 
pro1rama to their 1raduatea, and the potential future demand for 
these proirams, 
I am writinl to you a1ain because of the ai1nificance each 
completed questionnaire has to the usefulness of this study, In 
order for the atudy'a results to be representative of 1raduatea of 
all exiatinl higher education doctoral pro1rams, it is essential that 
these surveys be completed by representatives of all hi1her education 
doctoral pro1rama, · 
In order to ensure completion of as many questionnaires as 
possible, I will be callini you in the near future, Durin1 the 
telephone call, I hope you will provide me with the information asked 
for on the questionnaire, In the event that the first questionnaire 
that I sent you has been misplaced, I am encloaini another copy, 
Please do not return it to me, You'may wish to complete the survey, 
but keep It near the telephone so that you can iive me your answers 
when I call, At the very least, please direct your attention to 
question 3 on pa1e 2 of the aurvey (if it applies to your 
inatitution), It ia the moat complicated queation on the survey and 
will be difficult to anawer on the telephone without some prior 
thou1ht, 
If you have recently returned the first questionnaire that I 
aent you, then please accept my sincere thanks, If not, I will talk 
with you soon, Thank you in advance for your cooperation, 
Enclosure 
Sincerely, 
Stephen 0, Mason 
Hi1her Education Pro1raa 
Loyola University of Cbica10 
Appendix E 
cover Letter for Directors of Programs Identified by 
National Research Council Data 
April 11, 1988 
Dear Collea1ue, 
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Little research has been devoted to the study of graduates of 
doctoral programs in higher education, even though analysis of their 
attitudes and career patterns could yield inwi1hts into the quality of 
the pro1raas, the value of these pro1raas to their 1raduates, and the 
potential future demand for these pro1raas. Hi1her education doctoral 
recipients are in a unique position to provide feedback re1ardin1 
these pro1rams. Tappinl this data source could provide information 
which will facilitate the on1oin1 evaluation that hi1her education 
pro1rams must use to remain consonant with the demands of American 
higher education, Hence, l 1111 initiatinl a study of the career paths 
of hi1her education doctoral recipients and l hope you will assist me. 
Data from the National research Council in Waahin1ton, DC 
su11ests that your institution has an ao~demic unit which focuses on 
the study of hilher education. Preliminary aoreeninl by telephone 
further confirmed this possibility and identified you as the contact 
person, You are in a position to facilitate this atudy in two waya: 
1, Complete and return the enclosed survey, which should only 
take a few minutes. By doing so, you will asaist • e in 
developing a profile of hi1her education doctoral pro1rams 
which currently exist in the United States, 
2, Indicate, on the enoloaed survey, your willin1neaa to 
participate further in this study by a1reein, to send a 
mailinl list of all 1raduatea of your program for the 
calendar yeara 1972, 1977, 1982, and 1987, Please return the 
survey immediately and separate fro• the • ailinl liat, and 
then forward the • ailinl list to • eat your earlieat 
convenience. My 1oal is to 1enerate a representative sample 
of the 1raduatea of all pro11rams currently in exiatencie, 
Individual responses in this study will be treated confidentially and 
reported only in a1111re1ate atatistioal su-ariea, 
I am ea1er to proceed with thia study and hope to do ao before 
the end of this academic year, Therefore, if l haven't heard from you 
within two weeks I will call you to collect the information by phone, 
Your cooperation is easential for the success of this project. lf 
you assist me with this study, you will receive a summary of the 
results by requesting it on the survey, I will also rei• burse you for 
the coat of mailinl the alumni list t~ • e, if you so request, 
l would be happy to answer any questions you • ight have, My 
telephone number is (312) 878-7379, Thank you for your aasiatance, 
Sincerely, 
Stephen 0, Haaon 
Hi1her Bduoation Pro1r1111 
Bncloaures 
Appendix F 
List of Higher Education Doctoral Programs 
Existing in 1987 
List of Higher Education Doctoral Programs 
Existing In 1987 
1. Arizona State University 
2. Boston College 
3. Bowling Green state University 
4. Brigham Young University 
5. Claremont Graduate School 
6. College of William and Mary 
7. East Texas state University 
8. Florida Atlantic University 
9. Florida State University 
10. George Washington University 
11. Georgia state University 
12. Illinois State University 
13. Indiana State University 
14. Indiana University 
15. Indiana University of Pennsylvania 
16. Iowa State University 
17. Kent State University 
18. Loyola University of Chicago 
19. Memphis State University 
20. Michigan State University 
21. Montana State University 
22. New York University 
23. North Carolina state University 
24. North Texas State University 
25. Northeastern University 
26. Northern Arizona University 
27. Nova University 
28. Ohio State University 
29. Ohio University 
30. Oklahoma State University 
31. Peabody College of Vanderbilt Univ.ersity 
32. Pennsylvania State University 
33. Portland State University 
34. Saint Louis University 
35. Seton Hall University 
36. Southern Illinois University 
37. Stanford University 
38. State University of New York at Buffalo 
39. Teachers College of Columbia University 
40. Texas A & M University 
41. Texas Southern University 
42. Texas Tech University 
43. University of Akron 
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44. University of Alabama 
45. University of Arizona 
46. University of Arkansas 
47. University of California at Berkeley 
48. University of California at Los Angeles 
49. University of Connecticut 
so. University of Denver 
51. University of Florida 
52. University of Georgia 
53. University of Hawaii 
54. University of Houston 
55. University of Idaho 
56. University of Illinois at Champaign 
57. University of Iowa 
58. University of Kansas 
59. University of Kentucky 
60. University of Maryland 
61. University of Massachusetts at Amherst 
62. University of Miami 
63. University of Michigan 
64. University of Minnesota 
65. University of Mississippi 
66. University of Missouri at Columbia 
67. University of Missouri at Kansas City 
68. University of Nebraska at Lincoln 
69. University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
70. University of Northern Colorado 
71. University of Oklahoma 
72. University of Oregon 
73. University of Pennsylvania 
74. University of Pittsburgh 
75. University of Rochester 
76. University of south Carolina 
77. University of southern California 
78. University of Texas at Austin 
79. University of Texas at Austin* 
80. University of Toledo 
81. University of Utah 
82. University of Vermont 
331 
* The University of Texas at Austin reported two programs 
in higher education. The older program carries the title 
of "Community College Leadership Program" and the newer 
one the title of "Higher Education Program". Both 
programs reported a full course of study in higher 
education. The alumni of the "Higher Education Program" 
were included in the current study. 
(Appendix continues) 
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83. University of Virginia 
84. University of Wisconsin at Madison 
85. Washington State University 
86. West Virginia University 
87. Wayne State University 
88. Widener University 
Appendix G 
Letter Requesting Alumni Names and Addresses 
from Program Directors 
(333] 
February 24, 1988 
Dear Collea1ue, 
I appreoiate your aharinl of information about the hilher 
education doctoral pro1ram at your inatitution, Alao, thank you for 
offerinl to send me name• and addreaaea of 1raduatea of yo~r doctoral 
pro1ram. I now aak that you forward that mailinl list to me, 
I need names and addreasee of all 1raduatea of your dooloral 
pro1ram for the calendar years 1972, 1977, 1982, and 1987,t would 
be helpful if you would provide the liat separated by 1raduation 
year; however any list would be acceptable aa lon1 as it deai1nates 
hilher education doctoral recipients and include• 1raduation yeara, 
If the liat is not comprehensive (i,e, it doea not include all hilher 
education dootoral 1raduatea from your institution) for the year• 
requested, would you please include a note of explanation eo that 
inappropriate aseumptions are not made about the representativenesa 
of the aample, Alao, pleaae indicate if you would like to be 
reimburaed for the mailin1 coat. Reimbureement will be in the form 
of poata1~ atampa, 
I would be happy to anawer any queatione you mi1ht have, My 
telephone number ia. (312) 878-7379, I do appreciate your eupport of 
thi• atudy of career pattern• of hilher education doctoral 
recipients, Your participation ia valuable to the succeae of thie 
project, Thank you, 
Sincerely, 
Stephen 0, Mason 
Hi1her Bduoation Pro1ru 
Loyola Univereity of Chica10 
MAILING ADDRESS: 
1044 w, Catalpa Ave,, tl 
Chica10, IL 60640 
Appendix H 
List of Higher Education Doctoral Programs 
Which Provided Names and Addresses of Alumni 
List of Higher Education Doctoral Programs 
Which Provided Names and Addresses of Alumni 
1. Brigham Young University 
2. Claremont Graduate School 
3. College of William and Mary 
4. George Washington University 
5. Illinois State University 
6. Indiana State University 
7. Indiana University of Pennsylvania 
8. Kent State University 
9. Loyola University of Chicago 
10. Michigan State University 
11. Montana State University 
12. North Carolina state University 
13. Nova University 
14. Ohio University 
15. Oklahoma State University 
16. Portland State University 
17. Southern Illinois University 
18. State University of New York at Buffalo 
19. Texas Southern University 
20. Texas Tech University 
21. University of Akron 
22. University of Arizona 
23. University of Arkansas 
24. University of Denver 
25. University of Florida 
26. University of Georgia 
27. University of Hawaii 
28. University of Iowa 
29. University of Michigan 
30. University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 
31. University of Oklahoma 
32. University of South Carolina 
33. University of Southern California 
34. University of Texas at Austin 
35. University of Toledo . 
36. Washington State University 
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Appendix I 
survey of career Patterns of Higher Education 
Doctoral Recipients 
CAREER PATTERNS OF 
HIGHER EDUCATION DOCTORAL RECIPIENTS 
Spon• ored b7: 
The Hiaher Bduoation Proara• 
School or Education 
Loyola Univeraity or Chicaao 
Chicaao, IL 60611 
Return que• tionnaire to: 
Stephen 0, Ha• on 
1044 W, Catalpa Ave,, fl 
Chicaao, IL 60640 
(335) 
Thia aurvey is deai1ned to collect data on the career pattern 
and educational hiatory of hiaher education doctoral de1ree 
recipient•, It ia divided into three aectiona: employment, 
education, and demo1raphics, 
I. BMPLOYMBNT 
Thia section is deai1ned to collect data about your 
e• ployaent hiatory. 
1. Deacribe your CURRENT position. (Pleaae print) 
(336) 
TITLB: _____________________ _ 
NAMB OF INSTITUTION/ORGANIZATION: _______ _ 
STATB WHBRB BHPLOYBD: _____________ _ 
LENGTH OP TIMI IN POSITION: _________ YBARS 
JOB TITLB OP IMMBDIATB SUPBRVISOR (NOT HIS/HER NAME) 
2. Which ONB of the followinl atate• enta aee• a moat accurate in 
relationship to your CURRENT poaition? (Circle number) 
1, HAVING A DOCTORATB WAS A QUALIFICATION FOR THE 
POSITION 
2, HAVING A DOCTORATB IN HIOHBR EDUCATION WAS A QUALIFICATION FOR THI POSITION 
3. HAVING A DOCTORATE WAS NOT A QUALIFICATION FOR 
THB POSITION 
3. Which ONB of the followina atate• enta • oat accurately 
deacribea the FIRST POSITION you held AFTER receivinl your 
doctorate? (Circle number) 
1, IT IS THE SAHB POSITION THAT YOU HBLD 
BEFORE YOU BEGAN YOUR DOCTORAL STUDIES AND 
WHICH YOU CONTINUED TO HOLD THROUGHOUT YOUR 
DOCTORAL PROGRAM. 
2, IT IS A POSITION THAT YOU BBGAN DURING YOUR 
DOCTORAL STUDIBS 
3, IT IS A POSITION THAT YOU SOUGHT OUT BECAUSE 
YOU WIRE NEARING THE COMPLETION OF YOUR 
DOCTORAL STUDIES AND THAT YOU BEGAN BEFORB 
RECEIVING YOUR DOCTORATE 
4, IT IS A POSITION THAT YOU BIOAN AFTBR YOU 
COHPLBTID YOUR DOCTORAL STUDIES 
4. Ia your current poaition the same aa the first poaition you 
held after receivinl your doctorate? (Circle number) 
1, YBS iPlease io to I 
queation 10 on ea•• 3. 
2, NO 
(337) 
5 •· Describe your FIRST POSTDOCTORAL position of employment. 
(Please print) 
TITl,E: __________________ _ 
NAME OF INSTITUTION/ORGANIZATION: ______________ _ 
--------------· ---------· -------- ---·- .. 
STATE WHERE EMPLOYED: ____ _ 
TOTAL LENGTH OF TIME IN POSITION: ______________ YEARS 
TIME IN POSITION AFTER RECEIVING DEGREE: _____ YEARS 
JOB TITLE OF IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR (NOT HIS/IIER NAME) 
6. Which ONE of the following statements seems most 
accurate in relationship to your FIRST POSTDOCTORAL 
position of employment? (Circle number) 
1. HAVING A DOCTORATE WAS A QUALIFICATION FOR TIIF. 
POSITION 
2. HAVING A DOCTORATE !NJJIGHER.._BP.Y.P.AT!.9~ WAS A QUAl,IFICATION FOH THE POSITION 
3. HAVING A DOCTORATE WAS NOT A QUALIFICATION FOR 
THE POSITION 
7. How many different positions have you held BETWEEN 
your first postdoctoral position and your current 
position? (Do not include either of these positions in 
your count) 
NUMBER: ____ _ 
8. How many different positions have you held, at your 
current institution of employment, BETWEEN your 
first postdoctoral position and your current position? 
(Do not include either of these positions in your 
count) 
NUMBER: ____ _ 
9. How many different institutions have employed you 
BBTWBBN your first postdoctoral position and your 
current position? (Do not include either of these 
positions in your count) 
NUMBER: ____ _ 
2 
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10. If the last position you held before enterinl the doctoral 
proiram waa the same aa your first postdoctoral poait~on, 10 
to question 12, Otherwise describe the LAST position you 
held BEFORE enterinl the doctoral proiram, (Please print) 
11, 
TITLE: ______________________ _ 
NAME OF INSTITUTION/ORGANIZATION: __________ _ 
STATE WHERE EMPLOYED: 
----------------•·--
LENGTH OF TIME IN POSITION: _________ YEARS 
JOB TITLE OF IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR (NOT HIS/HER NAME) 
Did you continue in the same yoaition after you beian 
your doctoral atudiea? (Ciro e number) 
1, YES 
2, NO 
12, Which ONE of the followinl MOST CLOSELY describes your 
employment atatua durin1 your doctoral studies? (Circle 
number) 
1, EMPLOYED FULL-TIME 
2, EMPLOYED FULL-TIME, EXCEPT DURING RESIDENCY 
3, EMPLOYED PART-TIME IN POSITIONS RESERVED FOR 
STUDENTS (E,G, ASSISTANTSHIPS, WORK STUDY 
POSITIONS, OR POSITIONS HELD FOR DOCTORAL 
STUDENTS); SUPPLEMENTED BY OTHER FUNDS 
4. EMPLOYED PART-TIME IN POSITIONS OTHER THAN THOSE 
RESERVED FOR STUDENTS; SUPPLEMENTED BY OTHER FUNDS 
5. UNEMPLOYED; USED OTHER SOURCES OF INCOME 
6, OTHER--PLBASE SPECIFY ____________ _ 
13, Since receivin1 the doctoral de1ree, what percenta1e of your 
total professional employment, in terms of time, baa been in 
the field of hilher education, whether in an institution or 
a related professional association/a1enoy? (Circle number) 
1, 100 PERCENT •!Please 10 to section III 
_ on pa1e 4, . 
2, 75-99 PERCENT 
3, 50-74 PERCENT 
4t 25-49 PERCENT 
5, 1-24 PERCENT 
6, 0 PERCENT 
3 
14. Are you currently employed outside of the field of hiaher 
education? (Circle number) 
r-1 YES 
t 2: NO •' =~~::~. •~, '::.1ow.1 
15. Have you ever been employed in the field of higher 
education? (Circle number) 
1. YES I Please go to I 2. NO-----------•"'j_!S!_!e~c~t~i~o~n!,_JI:JI:_!b~e:1l~o!_!:W!.,:J: 
(339) 
16. Which ONE of the followina 
you left employment in the (Circle number) 
HOST CLOSELY describes when 
field of hiaher education? 
1. BEFORB BIOINNINQ DOCTORAL STUDIES 
2. DURING DOCTORAL STUDIES 
3. FIRST POSITION AFTER RECEIVING THE DOCTORATE 
4. LATER IN CAREER, BUT BEFORE CURRENT POSITION 
5. CURRENT POSITION 
17. Which ONE of the followina HOST CLOSELY describes your 
reason for leavina employment in the field of hiaher 
education? (Circle number) 
1. COULD NOT FIND EMPLOYMENT IN HIGHER EDUCATION 
2. RECEIVED BETTER PAY OUTSIDE OF HIGHER EDUCATION 
3. WAS TIME FOR A CARB~R CHANGE 
4. OTHER--PLEASE SPECIFY __ ...-________ _ 
II. EDUCATION 
Thia section is desisned to collect infor• ation about your 
educational backsround. 
18. How many years did it take you to complete your doctoral 
studies? (Do not count time spent on your master's degree; 
round your response to the nearest year and circle the 
appropriate number) 
1. 2 YEARS OR LESS 
2. 3 YEARS 
3. 4 YEARS 
4. 5 YEARS 
5. 6 YEARS 
6. 7 YEARS OR HORE 
4 
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19, What type of doctoral degree did you earn? (Circle number) 
1, ED,D, 
2, PH,D, 
20, What was your age when your doctoral defree was conferred? 
_____ YEARS 
21, Which ONE of the follow inf categoriea MOST CLOSELY desc1·i bes 
your enrollment status throu~hout your doctoral studies? (Circle number) 
1 , FULL-THIE 
2, HALF PART-TIME ANO HALF FULL-TIME 
3. FUl,L-TIME TO MEET RESIDENCY REQUIREMEN1'S; 
PART-TIME 'l'IIE REST OF TIIE TIME 
4, PART-TIME 
22, Did your doctoral program course of study include a 
concentration or sub-field (not minors) within hifher 
education? (Circle number) 
1 1, YES I Please go to I 2, NO----------i•M ~uestion 24 below: 
23. Which ONE of the following areas ia MOST REPRESEN'rATIVE 
of your doctoral concentration/sub-field within hiiher 
education? (Circle number) 
1, ACADEMIC ADMINISTRATION 
2, BUSINESS OR ·FINANCIAL ADMINISTRATION 
3, COl1HUNITY COl,LEGR ADHlNlSTRATION 
4, CURRICULUM, INSTRUCTION, OR COLLEGE TEACHING 
5, J>EVRl,OPMKNT ( PUBLIC RELATIONS I ALUMNI AFFAIRS, 
FUND RAISING, ETC,) 
6. INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH 
7, STATE, REGIONAL, OR FEDERAL POLICY 
8, STUDENT AFFAIRS ADMINISTRATION 
9. OTHER--PLEASB SPECIFY 
24, It you had it to do over a1ain, would you pursue a doctorate 
in any field? (Circle number) 
1, YES I Plttase 10 to I 2. NO----------M• question 27 on pa1e 6, 
15 
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25, If you were beginninl your doctoral work over again, 
would you seleat higher education aa your major field of 
study? Why? (Circle number and, if you wish, make 
comments) 
1, YES----------l~>-4, Please iO to I 
question 27 below. 
2, NO 
3, UNCERTAIN 
Comments: 
26, What field of study would you consider? (Please print) 
FIEl.D OF STUDY: ________________ _ 
27, How relevant to subsequent professional duties was your 
doctoral work in hiiher education? (Circle number) 
1, HlOHLY RELEVANT 
2, RBLBVANT 
3, SOMEWHAT RELEVANT 
4, IRRBLBVANT 
5, UNCERTAIN 
28, Do you have a • aater'a de1tree? (Circle number) 
r---- 1 • YES I Please 10 to i 2, NO---------"""•H section III on page 
29, Describe your master's de1ree. (Please print) 
7. I 
DEGREE: ____________________ _ 
MAJOR: ______________________ _ 
INSTITUTION AWARDING DBGRBE: __________ _ 
INSTITUTION'S HOHi STATE: __________ _ 
YEAR DEGREE WAS AWARDED: _________ _ 
6 
[342] 
III. DBHOORAPHICS 
Finall1, thia section ia deaianed to collect ao• e 
descriptive data which will be useful in analyzina the career. 
patterns of various aocietal aubaroupa, 
30, Your aender. (Circle number) 
1, HALE 
2, FBHAI.E 
31, Your present age, 
_____ YEARS 
32, Which of the followina beat deacribea your racial or ethnic 
identification? (Circle nuaber) 
1, AMERICAN lNDIAN OR ALASKAN NATIVE 
2, ASIAN, PACIFIC AMERICAN 
3, BLACK, NON-HISPANIC 
5. HISPANIC 
4. WHITB, NON-HISPANIC 
6, OTHER--SPBCIFY __________ _ 
Ia there anythina el•• you would like to aay abo~t your career 
and the i • paot of the doctoral proara• in hilher education on it? 
If ao, please uae the apace below for that purpoae, 
Alao, any co•• enta you wish to • ake that you think may be 
helpful in current and future effort• to underatand career pattern• 
of hiaher education doctoral recipient• will be appreciated, either 
below or on a separate aheet of paper, 
THANK YOU for your aaaiatance, If you would like a summary of 
the reaulta, please write your name and address on the back of the 
return envelope, DO NOT write that infor• ation on this survey, 
'RBTURN TO: Stephen O, Mason 
1044 W, Catalpa Ave,, 11 
Chicaao, IL 60640 
PLBASB RBTURN WITHIN THRBB DAYS, 
Cover lllua\ra\loa bF Crall lloC&uol .... hprla\o4, vl\b pal'tllaaloa, troa Gllula Cvol, 11, ao, IJ, 
!.baUa lo publlabocl bF •oldror Publloa\loaa, WaoblD1\oa 1 DC, CopFrllb\ 1117, 
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Appendix J 
Cover Letter to Higher Education Doctoral Recipients 
{2} 
(3) 
(4) 
(!5) 
Dear Dr. (6)1 
(343) 
May 27, 1988 
Little research has been devoted to th• study of graduate• of 
doctoral programs in higher education, even though analysis of their 
attitudes and career patterns could yield valuable feedback regarding 
these programs. Tapping this data source could provide evaluative 
information for higher education programs to u•• in responding to the 
needs of those who might enroll in them and those who might employ 
their graduates. Thus, I am examining career path• of higher 
education doctoral recipient• and I hope you will assist ... 
As a 9raduate of a doctoral program in higher education, you are 
one of a select group being asked to participate in this study. Your 
name was obtained from <B> at <7> with the understanding that 
anonymnity for you and your institution will be preserved. Th• code 
on your survey will be used only for follow-up effort• with 
nonrespondents. Your name will never be placed on the questionnaire. 
The success of,. this project hinges on your wil lingne•• to 
complete and return the enclosed questionnaire. Pl•••• do so now, 
before it gets lost in the shuffle of your daily activiti••• 
You may receive a 
requested" on the back 
and address below it. 
questionnaire itself. 
summary of the results by writing "results 
of th• return envelope, and printing your name 
Pl•••• da nat put this information on th• 
I will be happy to answer any questions you might have regarding 
this study or the questionnaire. My telephone number is 
(312> 878-7379. Thank you fbr your assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Stephano. Mason 
Higher Education Program 
Enclosure• 
(1) 
Appendix K 
cover Letter to Higher Education Doctoral Recipients 
contacted Directly Through Their Programs 
(344] 
May 19, 19B8 
Dear Doctoral Graduate, 
Little research ha• been devoted to th• study of graduates of 
doctoral prograas in higher education, even though analysis of their 
attitude• and career pattern• could yield valuable feedback regarding 
th•- programs. Tapping this data source could provide evaluative 
information for higher education program• to use in responding to the 
needs of tho•• who might enroll in them and those who might employ 
their graduates. Thus, l •• examining c•r-r paths of higher 
education doctoral recipient• and I hope you will assist••• 
As a graduate of doctoral 
program in higher education, you are one of a select group being 
asked to participate in this •tudy. Dr.••••••• at 
has agreed to assist•• by -nding this letter and the enclosed 
survey to you on my behalf. The code on your survey will be u••d 
only for follow-up efforts with nonrespondents. Vour n•- will never 
b• placed on the questionnaire. 
The •ucc••• of this pro~ect hine•• on your willingn-• to 
cOMplete and return the enclotl• d questionnaire. Pl•••• do so now, 
before it gets lost in the shuffle of your daily activiti-. 
Vou may receive a 
requested" on th• back 
and address below it. 
questionnair~ itself. 
su111111ary of the results by writing •results 
of th• return envelope, and printin9 your name 
Pl•••• dp npt put this information on the 
I will be happy to answer ar,y questions you aight have regardin9 
this study or the questionnaire. My telephone nullber i• 
(312> 878-7379. Thank you for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 
Stephen o. Mason 
Higher Education Program 
Enclosures 
Appendix L 
Doctoral Recipient Follow-up Post Card 
Two -•ks ago, a car••r pattern qu•stionnair• was 1Uilad to you. Vou 
w•r• identified as a graduate of a doctoral pr09ram in higher 
•ducatton and therefor• s•l•cted to b• a part of this study. 
lf you have already completed and r•turn•d th• surv•Y to ma pl•••• 
accept my sincere thanks. If not, pl•••• do so today. Sine• thi• 
project •••ks to identify the car••r paths of hi9har •ducation 
doctoral recipient•, your participation is es•antial to its succ••s• 
lf by so- chanc• you did not recetv• the qu••ttonnaire, or it was 
misplaced, pl•••• call•• right now, collect (312-878-7379) and 1 will 
matl you another on• today. 
Stephano. Hasan 
High•r Education Program 
Loyola Univ•rsity of Chicago 
[345] 
Appendix M 
Doctoral Recipient Follow-up Letter 
Jun• 11, 1988 
<2> 
(3) 
(4) 
(S> 
D••r Dr. <6>1 
(346) 
Some week• •ea, <8> •t <7> provided me with a list of alumni 
from the institution•• higher education doctoral progr••• Your name, 
or that of another person who •h•r•• your name, w•• included on the 
list. Th• address which was provided with the name caused an earlier 
piece of mail to be returned to me a• u~deliverable. By checking 
several directories in the Loyal• library 1 was able to identify 
another addr••• for a person with your n•me• 
If you are a graduate of the higher education doctoral program 
at <7>, would you pl•••• read the enclosed cover letter and then 
return th• completed survey to me. Vour participation is -••ntial 
to the success of this study. <Note that th• writing on the cover is 
initial c~ding that was used.when proc•••ing undeliv• r•ble surveys.> 
If you are not a graduate of th• higher education doctor•l 
program at <7> pl•••• • Kcuse the inconvenience that this mailing may 
have caused you. Vou would help me greatly by returning the survey 
with notation on the cover that you are not th• correct <6>. By so 
doing you will alao avoid future follow-up efforts. 
Pl•••• feel free to call IN at (312) 878-7379 if you have any 
questions. Th•nk you for your •••istanc.•• 
Sincerely, 
Stephen o. Hasan 
Higher Education Progrua 
Enclosures 
(1) 
Appendix N 
Doctoral Recipient Registered [ollow-up Letter 
J'un• 27, 198B 
<2> 
(3) 
(4) 
US> 
Dear Dr. <6>1 
About four WIHtks ago I wrote to you •••king infor•ation cout 
your carttttr path•• a graduate of a higher education doctoral 
progr••• A• of today I have not yet received your coapl• tad 
qu• stionnaire. 
[l47J 
Thi• proJec:t ha• b•• n initiated b•c•u- of the b• li• f that 
hi9h• r aducation doctoral proar•- will b• in a position to b• tter 
••rv• th• ir students and those who will 1N11Ploy th•• if inforaatian on 
th• iapact of th• progr-• on th• c•r-r• of araduat .. is aad• 
availcl• to th-. 
I am writing to you again bec:au•• of th• significanc• • ach 
survey response ha• to the usefuln• ss of this study. As a graduate 
of <7>'s doctoral proar•• in high• r education, you are on• of a 
••l• ct group being asked to participat• in this study. It i• 
••-• ntial that • ach surv• y be coapl• tecl and returned ta assur• the 
generalizability of th• study'• result•. 
In the • vent that your questionnair• has b•• n •i•placecl, a 
replac• -nt i• enclOtl• d. Pl••- take a few ainute• right naw ta 
campl• t • it and r • turn it to-• If you would like a •u-•ry of th• 
r•sults, writ• "r• •ult• requ•stecl" along with your n ... and address 
on th• back of th• r•turn •nv• lop•• Pl•••• dq nqt put thi• 
infar•ation an th• questionnair• itself. 
I will b• happy to an•war any qu•stion• you aight hav• regarding 
this study or the qu• stionnair•• Hy telephone nwnber i• 
(312) 878-7379. Vour coop• ration is greatly APPr• ciat• d. 
Sincerely, 
St•ph• n O. Mason 
High•r Education Proar .. 
Enclasur• s 
U> 
Appendix o 
Programs Offering concentration in Higher Education 
Programs Offering Concentration In 
Higher Education 
1. American University 
2. Auburn University 
3. Boston University 
4. Catholic University of America 
5. Drake University 
6. Harvard University 
7. Howard University 
8. Northern Illinois University 
9. Old Dominion University 
10. Oregon State University 
11. Seattle University 
12. State University of New York at Albany 
13. Syracuse University 
14. Temple University 
15. University of Louisville 
16. University of Maine 
17. University of Montana 
18. University of Nevada at Las Vegas 
19. University of New Mexico 
20. University of North Carolina at Greensboro 
21. University of San Francisco 
22. University of South Dakota 
23. University of Southern Mississippi 
24. university of Washington 
25. Virginia Tech 
26. Western Michigan University 
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